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ABSTRACT 
 
My dissertation considers the role of discourse in transnational migrants’ construction of moral 
and national identities for themselves, focusing on the case of women from Uzbekistan living in 
the United States. While research has highlighted how transnational movement destabilizes 
identity and communicative practice, I focus on the ways in which migrant women use 
discursive moves to (re)organize their social imaginary and to claim stability for themselves. I 
demonstrate that although migrants occupy a tenuous position in relation to the gendered and 
moral images of “ideal citizenship” promoted by both their country of residence and their 
country of origin, they continue to claim national morality and belonging for themselves – albeit 
often through language that reifies the same national ideologies that exclude them. As a 
secondary focus of this dissertation, I investigate the impact of the discursive (re)organization of 
the social imaginary on migrant bilingualism. I show how migrants at times represent their 
different bilingual and cross-cultural communicative competencies as operating in discrete and 
opposing social spheres, while at other times they represent these competencies as more hybrid 
and overlapping across the transnational contexts in which they reside.  
This work is ethnographic and my data come from participant observation at Uzbek 
American community events, the collection of public discourses and images circulating via 
Uzbek cultural groups on social media, and 47 hours of audio recordings of semi-structured 
interviews and casual conversations between Uzbek women living in the United States. Across 
these different contexts, I examine the use of evaluative language, voicing, deictics, various 
narrative structures, and code-switching between Uzbek, Russian and English to show how these 
women discursively (re)imagine the relationships between time-space configurations, national 
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images of citizenship, moral norms for behavior, categories of immigrants, and their own 
migration trajectories and identities.  
In chapter 5, I demonstrate how the discursive construction of gendered images of 
citizenship and their relation to linguistic competence allows participants to claim belonging for 
themselves and others – in relation to both Uzbekistan and to Uzbek communities abroad. In 
chapter 6, I show how these women use linguistic practices to designate different scopes of 
generalizability, i.e. scale, to moral norms for speech associated with the U.S. and Uzbekistan, 
respectively, in order to bring coherence to their personal narratives and moral justification to 
their linguistic behaviors. In chapter 7, I show how the women I spoke with engage multilingual 
practices in order to rebrand themselves as more compatible with images of citizenship in both 
Uzbekistan and the United States, while differentiating themselves from the semiotics of 
“dangerous Islam.” 
In addition to describing the linguistic situation of an understudied community, this work 
informs a sociolinguistics of globalization through its attention to the polycentric nature of moral 
demands on the discursive representation of individual subjectivity, and the discursive strategies 
used to resist misrecognition as one moves across national boundaries. Further, by emphasizing 
the agentive potential of discursive (re)imagination for claiming national belonging, while also 
being attentive to how this imagination is constrained by and reinforces national ideologies of 
exclusion, this work engages with larger questions about the limits and possibilities of discursive 
action for reconfiguring social life. With respect to bilingualism, this dissertation examines the 
discursive links between multiple languages and national spheres that are both created and erased 
by migrants in order to show how debates about language hybridity vs. language discreteness 
might be informed by an understanding of the hybridity vs. discreteness of images of citizenship 
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and their various component parts. Finally, this work is timely in addressing the experiences of 
Muslim migrant women, given the widespread misinformation about these communities in 





















  v 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
I am indebted to my dissertation committee whose feedback, insight, teaching and 
encouragement have shaped this dissertation in profound ways. First of all, thank you to my 
advisor, Dr. Rakesh Bhatt who is a mentor in the true sense of the word, and who has encouraged 
me to accomplish things that far exceeded my own expectations for myself. For his teaching, 
advice, and enthusiasm for the field of sociolinguistics, I am truly grateful. Thank you to Dr. 
Michele Koven whose insights on theories of language, research methods, and the process of 
becoming a scholar have been an invaluable guide to me throughout the development of this 
dissertation. Thank you to Dr. Marina Terkourafi at the University of Leiden for incredible 
teaching both in and outside of the classroom, and for introducing me to the institutional 
processes involved in academic writing. Thank you to Dr. Morgan Liu at Ohio State University 
for his help in developing a greater awareness of the ethnographic context from which my data 
comes, and for his encouraging words and support in the process of developing this work.  
The Language and Society Discussion Group has transformed my understanding of what 
it means to be a scholar. My writing in general and this dissertation in particular would not exist 
in its current form without the support, feedback, criticism and joy I have received from this 
group. In particular – thank you to Staci Defibaugh and Itxaso Rodriguez for sharing with me 
“how it’s done” two steps ahead, and as a result, giving me a hopefulness and a vision. Thank 
you Kate Lyons for the moral support, the critical discussions, and for engaging me in the 
various processes of making our work matter. Thank you to Farzad Karimzad who has been such 
a great academic friend - for the strategic planning, the writing partnership, and the reminders of 
all the deadlines – thank you. I am also very grateful to my other professors and to my fellow 
  vi 
graduate students in the Linguistics Department at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign. In particular, I appreciate the teaching, feedback, and institutional support I have 
received from Dr. James Yoon, Dr. Tania Ionin, Dr. Krystal Smalls, Dr. Ryan Shosted, Dr. 
Jonathan McDonald, and Dr. José Hualde. Thanks also to Amelia Kimball for the writing 
accountability.  
I also want to thank scholars at other universities who made this work possible. Thank 
you to Madina Djuraeva at University of Wisconsin, Madison and Dilrabo Tosheva at The 
University of Queensland, who have assisted with this dissertation in many ways, not least of all 
through connecting me with participants, discussing the sociolinguistic situation of Uzbekistan, 
and double-checking my understanding of Uzbek and Russian language data. In developing the 
various arguments in this dissertation I also benefitted from discussions with Dr. Jan Blommaert, 
Dr. Cécile Vigouroux and Dr. Agnes Bolonyai, for which I am grateful. Thanks also to Dr. 
Karen Adams and Dr. James Riding In, my undergraduate professors at Arizona State University 
who supported my early academic inquiry and who encouraged me to go to graduate school.  
To the women (and the few men) who participated in this research – I am extremely 
grateful. Your generosity in sharing stories, time, food, and insight with me made me feel a 
recipient of true generosity and hospitality. I am honored to have met you, become friends with 
some of you, and to have had the chance to write about your experiences, languages and stories.  
And to my family, Carl, Sara, Mom, Anna, Joshua, Nanay, Tatay, Alex, Dad, Tita Leova, 
Jason and Grace, Ah-Ma and Grandma, and friends, Matt and Natalie, Julie and Elias, Anna and 
Johann – thanks for keeping me grounded, for feeding me, and for providing me with lots of 
levity in this “dissection” process.  
 










Dedicated to my mom, Pei-Yun Hsieh,  
who in navigating belonging, has modeled for me  
how to put into practice what I love about theory.  
  viii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................1 
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW .............................................................................9 
CHAPTER 3: BACKGROUND ........................................................................................26 
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY .....................................................................................37 
CHAPTER 5: DISCURSIVELY CONSTRUCTING BELONGING FROM AFAR .......53 
CHAPTER	6:	DISCURSIVE SCALING IN CONTEXTS OF  
MORAL POLYCENTRICITY ..........................................................................................87 
CHAPTER 7: DISCURSIVELY REBRANDING THE “ANTI-CITIZEN” ..................125 
CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSIONS ......................................................................................158 
REFERENCES ................................................................................................................164 










  1 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1. Overview 
My dissertation is based on ethnographic field research with Uzbek migrant women living in the 
United States. It draws from interviews, online and offline participant observation and recordings 
of casual conversations between these women. In analysis of my data I adopt a socially situated 
discourse analytic approach that focuses on how these women discursively construct their social 
imaginary – or their understanding of their own positionings relative to other social and 
institutional entities. More specifically, by examining their use of evaluative language, code-
switching between Uzbek, Russian and English, metalinguistic commentary, narratives and 
voicing, I show how they discursively (re)imagine relationships between history, geography, 
different ways of speaking, figures of personhood, moral norms for behavior and their own 
migration trajectories in order to make sense of their experiences and to highlight their morality.1  
In this dissertation I propose three types of discursive moves that can account for 
speakers’ communicative interactions with the social imaginary: (1) the construction of 
                                                
1 Different parts of this dissertation have been published or accepted for publication by the following publishers:  
• Discursive scaling: Moral stability and neoliberal dominance in the narratives of transnational migrant 
women. Lydia Catedral. Discourse and Society, 29(1), Sage Publications. Copyright © 2017. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926517726111 
• Fate, forehead and the neoliberal subject: Talk about educational success among Uzbek women in the 
United States. Lydia Catedral. In M. Djuraeva & F. Tochon (Eds.). Language policy or politics of 
language: Re-imagining the role of language in a neoliberal society. Blue Mounds, WI: Deep University 
Press. Copyright © 2018. 
• Language ideologies and (im)moral images of personhood in multilingual family language planning. Lydia 
Catedral & Madina Djuraeva. Language Policy, Springer Publishing Company. Copyright © 2018. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10993-018-9455-9 
• “No, we don’t mix languages”: Ideological power and the chronotopic organization of ethnolinguistic 
identities. Farzad Karimzad & Lydia Catedral. Language in Society 47 (1), Cambridge University Press. 
Copyright © 2017. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404517000781 
• Mobile (dis)connection: New technology and rechronotopized images of the homeland. Farzad Karimzad & 
Lydia Catedral. To appear in Journal of Linguistic Anthropology, American Anthropological Association.  
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chronotopes of ideal citizenship (2) the scaling of moral norms associated with these different 
images of citizenship and (3) the (re)branding of the self and of ethnonational identity to better 
conform to these idealized national types. I show how participants draw from their multilingual 
and cross-cultural competencies in order to engage in these discursive processes, and I discuss 
the implications of this engagement for issues relevant to a sociolinguistics of globalization. In 
particular, I ask how migrant women’s use of these discursive practices can inform an 
understanding of national identity in a context of globalization, the instability and polycentricity 
of transnational experience, and the nature of multilingual hybridity.  
1.2. Significance of the research  
This research has significance in terms of its empirical, theoretical and applied contributions to 
socially situated studies of language. Empirically, this work engages with the under-researched 
and under-theorized, multilingual context of post-Soviet Central Asia. While there has been 
some scholarly engagement with issues of language planning in Central Asia (e.g. Fierman 1991; 
Pavlenko 2008), there has been much less work which focuses on the everyday multilingual 
practices of Central Asian citizens. There is even less research focusing on linguistic and 
sociolinguistic issues amongst Central Asians living abroad. 
 Theoretically, this work contributes to ongoing scholarship, which focuses on the 
relationship between language and imagination in order to better understand transnational 
identity (c.f. Dick 2010; De Fina & Perrino 2013; Koven 2013). In this dissertation, I propose the 
notion “images of citizenship” to describe how speakers organize and relate to their multiple 
national identities. These images of citizenship are the discursively constructed, chronotopically 
situated, ideal figures of personhood (Agha 2007) that are associated with particular moralized 
behavioral scripts (Blommaert 2018) and imagined national communities (Anderson 1991; 
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Silverstein 2000). I show how my participants engage in the discursive processes of constructing 
and scaling these images, and of rebranding themselves and others to better conform to these 
images of citizenship. I argue that these discursive acts allow Uzbek migrant women to negotiate 
a polycentric belonging relative to both their country of origin and their country of residence. 
However, I also demonstrate that this discursive agency reinforces national ideologies and global 
hierarchies. Through this paradox, I illustrate both the limits and possibilities of discourse for 
reconfiguring social life.  
This work also contributes to discussions of instability and hybridity within a 
sociolinguistics of globalization. Scholars have highlighted both the prevalence of experiences of 
indexical instability within contexts of mobility (Hall 2014), and the moral precariousness and 
instability of migrant women’s positions (Mendoza-Denton 1996; Chang & Groves 2000; 
Hofmann & Buckley 2012). I argue that while the Uzbek migrant women in my study experience 
this instability, they also construct morally tenable and stable identities for themselves through 
their discursive interaction with the aforementioned images of citizenship. In constructing their 
morally stable identities, these women make claims of belonging relative to both their country of 
origin and their country of residence. By viewing their discursive engagement with images of 
citizenship as both moral claims and claims of belonging, this work adds a linguistic dimension 
to scholarship that advocates for a view of citizenship as not only about legal status, but also 
about one’s “ambivalent and contested relations with the state and its hegemonic forms that 
establish the criteria of belonging” (Ong 1996: 738; Foucault 1991). 
Hybridity is another frequently discussed dimension of global mobility (Appadurai 
1996), with scholars of language arguing that this hybridity has consequences for the ways in 
which we conceptualize multilingual practice. More specifically, there is a debate emerging 
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about the value of viewing languages as discrete, given the complex and overlapping ways in 
which speakers may draw from their multilingual repertoires (Garcia 2009; Jørgensen, Normann, 
Karrebaek, Madsen & Møller 2011; Blommaert 2013). I argue that scholarly discussions about 
language hybridity vs. discreteness in bilingual contexts can be usefully informed by an analysis 
of the relationships that are discursively constructed between multilingualism and various images 
of citizenship in migrants’ own discourses. More specifically, migrants’ discursive and linguistic 
constructions of the relationship between their multilingual repertoires and these images of 
citizenship may at times sustain, and at other times denaturalize the notion of ideological 
discreteness between languages. “Discreteness” may more aptly describe those contexts in which 
migrants represent their different bilingual competencies as embedded in separate and 
contrasting images of citizenship, whereas “hybridity” may be a more appropriate description for 
those contexts in which they represent these competencies as overlapping or as operating 
simultaneously across multiple images of citizenship.  
Finally, this work has implications for applied linguistics issues in its contributions to 
critical understandings of how language acquisition, language maintenance and cross-cultural 
communication are all intertwined with migrant concerns of belonging relative to multiple 
national contexts. This work is also applied in the sense that it brings about a better 
understanding of the experiences of Muslim migrant women in the United States, a contribution 
that is particularly salient given the widespread misinformation about contemporary Muslim 
immigrant communities in the United States. 
1.3. Research questions 
This dissertation is guided by a primary research question regarding migrant subjectivity and a 
secondary question regarding migrant bilingualism. Both of these questions are in dialogue with 
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the issue of the transnational social imaginary – or more specifically, how migrants discursively 
position themselves, others and images of citizenship in relation to one another. These research 
questions, and their related subset of questions are presented below.  
1.0. How do Uzbek migrants in the United States discursively respond to polycentric demands on 
their moral, gendered, and national subjectivities?  
1.1. How do they represent their subjectivities in relation to the instability they 
experience as transnational, female migrants? 
1.2. What are the discursive processes through which migrants engage in (re)organizing 
their transnational imaginary relative to their own subjective and gendered positionings? 
2.0. How can Uzbek migrants’ discursive negotiation of their gendered subjectivites inform 
understandings of bilingualism in an era of globalization?  
2.1. How do Uzbek migrants view and use their multilingual repertoires (in Uzbek, 
Russian and English) in relation to their discursively (re)imagined images of citizenship?  
2.2. How do Uzbek migrant women view and use their cross-cultural communicative 
competencies in relation to their discursively (re)imagined images of citizenship?  
2.3. How do Uzbek migrants’ discursive constructions of these images of citizenship 
sustain or denaturalize the notions of languages as ideologically discrete vs. hybrid? 
1.4. Organization of dissertation 
Chapter 2: Literature Review 
In this chapter I introduce issues that are relevant to language and nationalism in an era of 
globalization. I review the literature relevant to a sociolinguistics of globalization, paying 
particular attention to issues of instability, hybridity and polycentricity. I then discuss the 
theoretical tools that have been utilized to study these topics, focusing on those, which highlight 
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the relationship between language and the social imaginary. I illustrate how my work in this 
dissertation draws from this theoretical toolkit in order to make observations about language and 
transnational experience that extend current insights in the field.  
Chapter 3: Background 
This chapter provides the reader with the sociohistorical context of multilingualism, gendered 
ideologies and nationalism in Uzbekistan, as well as the political and historical situation of 
migration, ideology and citizenship in the United States. This background is meant to situate the 
experiences and discourses of my participants within the relevant social frames. In this section I 
draw from scholarly literature, journalistic news stories, and my own ethnographic observations.  
Chapter 4: Methodology 
This chapter addresses my ethnographically grounded approach to collecting data, and my 
discourse analytic orientation to the transcription and interpretation of these materials. I provide 
information about my participants’ demographics, as well as my own background, discussing the 
ways in which my involvement informs and constrains the data.  
Chapter 5: Discursively constructing belonging from afar  
In this chapter I show how Uzbek migrant women claim belonging relative to Uzbekistan by 
reconstructing images of Uzbek citizenship in their lives abroad, and by linking these images to 
their participation in Uzbek immigrant communities in the United States. I examine how 
competencies in Uzbek and Russian are discursively linked to multiple images of Uzbek 
citizenship, and I discuss the implications of this metalinguistic commentary for gaining an 
understanding of speakers’ ideologies of language discreteness. In this chapter I draw from a 
conversation between a mother, a daughter, myself and their friend, as well as multiple excerpts 
  7 
from semi-structured interviews I conducted, and a open letter from the president of one of the 
regional Uzbek American organizations.  
Chapter 6: Discursive scaling in contexts of moral polycentricity   
In this chapter I explore how Uzbek migrant women simultaneously orient to multiple, 
conflicting sets of moral norms for different gendered and cultural ways of speaking associated 
with images of American and Uzbek citizenship. I show how they use linguistic practices of 
scaling to designate scopes of generalizability to these different moral scripts in order to bring 
coherence to their personal narratives and moral justification to their linguistic behaviors. I argue 
that my participants’ practices of scaling are both agentive means through which they claim 
stability, and discursive acts, which reinforce national ideologies and global hierarchies. In this 
chapter I draw from five relatively long excerpts, all of which are taken from semi-structured 
interviews with seven different women.  
Chapter 7: Discursively rebranding the “anti-citizen”  
In this chapter I argue that my participants engage in citational and intertextual linguistic 
practices in order to distance themselves from images of “anti-citizenship” and to align 
themselves with social categories that are more compatible with both Uzbek and American 
national ideals. More specifically, I show how Uzbek migrants rebrand their faith as nationally 
appropriate in relation to Uzbekness, and themselves as “less Muslim” and “more white” in 
relation to American images of citizenship. I also demonstrate how concerns about rebranding 
the self in the United States may come into conflict with anxieties about maintaining authentic 
Uzbekness, and how practices of bilingual hybridity and bilingual discreteness may be used to 
navigate this polycentricity. Three of the excerpts in this chapter come from recordings of casual 
conversations between myself and a number of other Uzbek women, one excerpt comes from a 
  8 
semi-structured interview, and additional data was taken from a post and subsequent responses in 
a public Facebook group related to Uzbek culture.  
Chapter 8: Conclusions 
In the final chapter I review the main arguments of each of the content chapters, discussing their 
collective implications for the theoretical notions of instability, hybridity, polycentricity and 
discursive transnational imaginaries within a sociolinguistics of globalization. I discuss the 
implications of this work for understanding migrant experiences and for applied linguistics issues 
more broadly. Furthermore, I highlight some of the limits of the study as it stands and discuss 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1. Overview 
This chapter reviews relevant scholarship and is meant to highlight both my theoretical 
orientation to the data in the remainder of the chapters, as well as my contributions to theories 
about language, migration and gender. In section 2.2 I discuss the relationship between national 
identity and transnationalism, focusing in particular on how mobility impacts the national 
subjectivities of migrant women. In section 2.3 I introduce the idea of a discursive transnational 
imaginary, linking sociolinguistic issues to the phenomena described in 2.2, and discussing the 
issues of polycentricity, hybridity and instability as they relate to a sociolinguistics of 
globalization. In section 2.4 I present the theoretical tools that have been utilized to study these 
topics, focusing on those, which highlight the relationship between language and the social 
imaginary – specifically narrative, the construction of chronotopic images of citizenship, the 
scaling of moral norms associated with these images, and the rebranding of the self in order to 
better conform with these idealized types. I illustrate how my work in this dissertation draws 
from this theoretical toolkit in order to make observations about transnational experience that 
complement and extend current insights in the field.  
2.2. National identity and transnationalism 
In part because of developments in communication technologies and global transportation, the 
linkages that connect migrants to their home countries have intensified and shifted (Vertovec 
2001). Thus, scholars have moved towards thinking of migration in terms of transnationalism, 
rather than solely through the lenses of assimilation and immigration. Transnationalism refers to 
the increased global interconnectedness through which migrants create and sustain links between 
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the multiple nations of which they are a part (Schiller, Basch, Blanc-Szanton 1992). While some 
scholars argue that transnationalism has brought about the demise of the nation state (Appadurai 
1996; Kearney 1991), they (and others) have also noted that the nation has adapted to 
transnationalism (Ong 1999; Glick Schiller & Fouron 1998) and that nationalism as a category of 
identity is at an unprecedented high (Castells 2011: 32-24; Appadurai 1996: 157; Hooson 1994; 
Smith & Guarnizo 1998).  
The experience of national identity in globalizing world depends on one’s subjectivity 
and social positioning, with gender often being a significant factor. This is because women are 
both at the center of ideological national projects and civically marginalized (Yuval-Davis 
1997), since they are seen as symbolically constitutive of the collective national identity (Lanser 
2005; Yuval-Davis 2010). Within the homeland women are imagined as carriers of tradition 
(Moghadam 1994) and as the testing grounds for modernity (Lanser 2005), leading to anxiety 
within the nation about managing women’s bodies (McLellan 2011), behaviors (Yuval-Davis 
2009), educational achievements (Kamp 2006) and linguistic practices (Inoue 2006; Terkourafi 
2011). While migration may open certain opportunities for women to leave behind aspects of this 
gendered governmentality (Afshar & Barrientos 1999), the increased salience of national identity 
in transnational spaces can also re-invigorate the symbolic potential of women for communities 
abroad. Yuval-Davis (2009) explains this phenomenon by noting that migration brings about a 
rising need to differentiate between “us” and “them” and that this differentiation is in many ways 
defined by dissimilarities between “our women” and “their women.” Migrant women are also 
confronted by new forms of governmentality associated with the ways in which their country of 
residence conceptualizes gender in relation to national identity, immigration and citizenship. For 
those migrating to countries such as the United States, they may encounter governmentality in 
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the form of the idealized neoliberal feminist subject who is “individuated in the extreme” and 
takes “full responsibility for her own well-being and self-care” (Rottenberg 2014: 420). Because 
the successes of this neoliberal feminist are “attributed to the USA’s enlightened political order, 
as well as to its moral and political superiority” (420), women are not only seen as national 
symbols in relation to their homeland, but also in relation to their new country residence. 
2.3. Language, discourse and transnationalism 
Like the relationship between nationalism and gender, the relationship between nationalism and 
language may also undergo change, become more complex, or intensify as a consequence of 
transnational mobility. The relationship between language and nationalism can be understood 
through the paradox that while language constructs the nation, the nation also constructs 
language. What is meant by this first part is that it is through socially situated discursive practice 
that national identity is created and sustained. Silverstein (2000) argues that the process of 
imagining the nation is a distinctly discursive, linguistic and narrative one. In making this 
argument he draws from Anderson’s (1991) notion of an imagined community – i.e. the idea that 
citizens imagine the nation state as a real community, notwithstanding the fact that they never 
meet or interact with most of its members. Silverstein highlights, how this imagined community 
is created through the standardization of a national code, narratives in mass media, and the 
discursive establishment of a collective ‘we.’ The nation is also maintained through discursive 
practice as Park and Wee note that it is not enough to construct national identity, but that this 
identity must in fact “be constantly maintained and revitalized in the face of multiple kinds of 
diversity” (2017: 48).  
Globalization and transnational mobility bring about precisely these types of diversity 
against which the nation state is communicatively preserved. Scholars have described the 
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multitude of ways in which those living abroad encounter new types of diversity and experiences 
while continuing to discursively and linguistically reconstitute their national identities from a 
distance (Sorensen 1998; Eisenlohr 2006; De Fina & Perrino 2013; Marques & Koven 2017). As 
speakers reconstitute these national identities, they also discursively construct a broader 
sociological imagination (Mills 1959), which captures the ways in which the homeland relates to 
their transnational trajectories, their individual positionings, and their country of residence. All 
of this construction is accomplished through language. If as Appadurai argues, the work of the 
imagination is “a constitutive feature of modern subjectivity,” (1996: 3-4), then we can 
understand discourse or linguistic practice as the constitutive feature of this imagination 
(Blommaert 2018).  
The second way in which language and nationalism are connected is that national 
ideologies determine what counts as legitimate language, acceptable ethnolinguistic identity and 
linguistic competency. Nation-states may attempt to reduce sociolinguistic complexity 
(Blommaert 1996) by engaging in various types of erasure (Irvine & Gal 2000) in order to 
present a clear and idealized image of the nation as a homogeneous collective formed by the 
links “between territory, ethnicity, and language” (Park & Wee 2017: 48). At other times, the 
nation may be less concerned with managing its multilingualism, so to speak, and more 
concerned with how its citizens, particularly its women, are speaking. How the women of a 
nation speak is often seen as a reflection of the moral and political state of the country as a whole 
(Inoue 2006). These linkages between homogeneity, monolingualism, gendered speech, and the 
nation-state are presented as iconic (Irvine & Gal 2000), and it is through these iconized linkages 
that the nation legislates what counts as legitimate ways of speaking, thereby “constructing” 
language as a sociopolitical and symbolic object.  
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In transnational contexts, some scholars have noted how national ideologies continue to 
determine the (il)legitimacy of linguistic practices (Maryns & Blommaert 2001), while others 
have argued that the link between the nation-state and language becomes destabilized given the 
shifts in indexical meanings (Hall 2014) and values (Blommaert 2003) that accompany migrants’ 
deterritorialized experiences (Jacquemet 2005). Still others have noted that one of the impacts of 
mobility is the reconceptualization of language as an individual skill, rather than a national 
symbol, and the corresponding replacement of national ideologies with the hegemony of 
neoliberalism (Cameron 2005; Heller 2010). 
In the next section I explore particular aspects of a sociolinguistics of mobility, namely 
polycentricity, instability and hybridity, in order to outline in more detail how language as 
constructive discourse and language as sociopolitical object become intertwined with (national) 
subjectivity in contexts of transnationalism. 
2.3.1. Polycentricity 
In general terms, polycentricity is the notion that “in every environment for social action, 
multiple sets of norms will be simultaneously present” (Blommaert 2018: 33). This idea was 
originally developed in a study by Blommaert, Collins and Slembrouck (2005) where they 
demonstrated how the multiple centers of a neighborhood determine the “different codes and 
norms as to what is accepted as ‘right’, ‘good’, ‘marked’, ‘unexpected’, ‘normal’, and ‘special 
semiotic behavior” (2005: 207). Polycentricity is observed in language use when a speaker shifts 
between different types of linguistic behavior or when multiple speakers engage in divergent 
discursive practices in order to orient to different centers. These centers can be conceptualized as 
authorities or “superaddressees” (Bakhtin 1981; Blommaert 2007), distinctive linguistic markets 
  14 
(Bourdieu 1991; Lo & Park 2013) and contrasting complexes of “moralized behavioral scripts” 
(Blommaert 2018).  
The polycentric nature of social life becomes particularly salient for those who undergo 
transnational migration because of how they are always simultaneously orienting to both the 
country of origin and the country of residence (Smith & Guarnizo 1998). In addition to this, 
speakers may also construct and orient to multiple, polycentric images of the same nation 
(Davidson 2007; Pietikäinen 2010), in those moments when different historical images of the 
homeland come to play simultaneously. In this dissertation I am particularly concerned with the 
ways in which the multiple, national centers of authority to which migrants orient, become moral 
forms of governmentality (Foucault 1991) that contrast with another, shaping and being shaped 
by migrant discourses and linguistic ideologies.  
2.3.2 Hybridity 
One consequence of this polycentricity is hybridity, or the “third space” that is created between 
these multiple centers (Bhabha 1994; Appadurai 1996). Scholars have discussed what the 
consequences of this hybridity should be for the theoretical categories that we have traditionally 
used in the social sciences. For instance, in a special issue about discourse and migration Perrino 
and Wortham argue that we need to move away from those theoretical categories that cast social 
life in terms of “dichotomies such as outsider/insider, exclusion/inclusion and public/private,” 
noting that these dichotomies are no longer analytically accurate or useful given the 
“heterogenous and blurred” or hybrid nature of migrant lives and experiences (2018:1). 
Responding to these comments in the same issue, Gal notes that while “in-betweenness” is 
empirically evident in studies of migrant language use and experience, this “in-betweenness” or 
hybridity is enabled by precisely these dichotomous categories. Thus, she argues that, “stark 
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dichotomies - as aspects of participant knowledge - must remain part of our analyses” (2018: 67). 
This discussion between Perrino and Wortham on the one hand and Gal on the other illustrates 
some of the different ways in which the relationship between hybridity and discreteness is 
conceptualized. 
While their discussion focuses on social categories more broadly, it mirrors an ongoing 
debate about language discreteness, in particular. The question is whether the notion of discrete, 
categorical “languages,” is compatible with the empirical evidence of linguistic hybridity that is 
observed in multilingual contexts. Certain scholars argue that we should no longer speak in terms 
of “languages” as these terms are “sociocultural abstractions” which cannot account for real-life 
language use (e.g. Jørgensen, Normann, Karrebaek, Madsen & Moller 2011). These scholars 
have also advocated for a move away from terms such as “multilingualism” as they claim that 
such terminology reinforces the idea of discrete categories of language, and is limited in its 
“descriptive and explanatory adequacy” given the complex types of linguistic resources that are 
used by migrants and other subjects of a globalized world (Blackledge & Creese 2017; see also: 
Blommaert 2013; Bailey 2012). In order to replace these “inadequate” terms, scholars have 
proposed a number of new terms (e.g. polylanguaging, translanguaging) meant to highlight the 
agentive and transformative aspects of linguistic practices that are common in “linguistic third 
spaces” (Flores & Garcia 2013; Jørgensen et al. 2011; Garcia 2009; Creese & Blackledge 2011). 
While not directly responding to these issues, Bhatt’s (2008) study demonstrates another way in 
which to conceptualize the relationship between hybridity and discrete linguistic categories. In 
his analysis of empirical data from English newspapers in India he presents code-switching, or 
movement between multiple discrete codes, as constitutive of hybridity rather than in conflict 
with it. He describes in-betweenness as a meeting rather than erasure of linguistic and cultural 
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difference noting that, “the third space introduces a new, hybrid code to offer multilingual 
experiences of cultural difference as well as a sense of the entanglement of different cultural 
traditions” (188).  
In this dissertation, rather than asking the more general question of whether or not 
languages and cultures are discrete, I ask:  “In what moments is the ideological discreteness of 
these social categories sustained and in what moments it is denaturalized within the third space 
of transnational migration and in relationship to the multiple nation-states of which migrants are 
a part.” I take as my starting point for this question, Jaspers’ characterization of the scholarly 
move away from discreteness, in his comment that “The sociolinguistic insight is that actual 
language use and people’s perception of it do not always correspond with the distinct (national) 
languages we conventionally identify (e.g. ‘French’) and that these labels hide significant 
variation” (2018: 2). My empirical analysis, then, attempts to uncover the ideological variation 
regarding when participants perceive language as corresponding with distinct (national) images, 
and when they do not.  
2.3.3. Instability and morality 
Polycentricity and the conflicts between multiple centers also have consequences for 
subjectivity. More specifically, scholars have highlighted the instability and hypersubjectivity 
(Hall 2014) as well as anxiety and insecurity (Park 2017) experienced by those who move 
transnationally across multiple centers of authority. Describing the moral nature of migrant 
experiences of polycentricity, Dick notes that, “as processes such as migration bring people into 
literal and virtual contact with social worlds very different from their own, their lives come to 
involve the regular negotiation of conflicting visions of ethico-moral life” (2017: 224). These 
conflicting visions are sometimes resolved when those embedded in transnational networks 
  17 
discursively construct images of life abroad as (im)moral and images of the homeland as moral 
(Dick 2010; Isabaeva 2011; Hofmann & Buckley 2012). Koven’s (2016) work on the 
positionings of Luso-descendants in France, however, shows that participants are not limited to 
operating within this dichotomy of “traditional” morality vs. “modern” immorality, as she shows 
that “modern” moralities associated with the country of residence can be just as salient in 
shaping the identities of those who are orienting transnationally, and that the norms associated 
with the country of origin may be perceived of as outdated and old-fashioned. It is worth noting 
that the morality associated with nation-states is also often particularly gendered in nature, as is 
shown both by Koven’s empirical data, and Dick’s (2017) study, which highlights how “norms 
of respectable womanhood” (229) may come into contrast with the moralities pertaining to 
relationships with those who live abroad. The particular gendered, national moralities at play for 
Uzbek migrants in the United States will be discussed in greater detail in the background section. 
 Instability for the transnationally mobile may also be a consequence of indexical shifts 
more broadly, as noted above. When migrants move, their most valuable linguistic resources 
may no longer be seen as valuable (Blommaert 2003), they may be confronted by language 
diversity and a diversity of meaning for linguistic forms (Hall 2014), and they may encounter 
less understanding about their cultural heritage (Sorenson 1998). All of this can result in 
increased anxieties, and a destabilization of their linguistic and ethnonational identities. 
Furthermore, the pervasiveness of neoliberalism in the current global era creates additional 
instabilities for speakers as it frames the self as a source of economic capital, transforming 
linguistic practice into a technical skill, and responsibilizing the speaker to acquire or manipulate 
these skills in order to meet economic demands (Cameron 2005). The responsibilization of 
neoliberal subjects with respect to their linguistic practices (and behaviors at large) takes on a 
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moral dimension for many different types of speakers, and may have particularly serious 
consequences for women and migrants. Inoue notes, for instance, how women in the workplace 
are encouraged to overcome “communication difficulties” with men by engaging in techniques 
of the self to improve their communication styles, effectively positioning themselves as ethical 
because of their self-mastery and “making any problematization of institutional or social 
structure counter-intuitive” (2007: 88). Along similar lines, others have discussed how 
immigrants are expected to take personal responsibility for attaining fluency in the language of 
their country of residence, and otherwise risk being labeled as lazy, disloyal or unwilling 
participants in the nation and national economy (Piller 2016; Park & Wee 2017).  
 In this dissertation I demonstrate how amidst this instability, Uzbek migrant women 
engage in the discursive practices, described below, to create representations of stability for 
themselves. Note that by moral stability I am not referring to unchanged or static beliefs or 
practices, but rather to the coherence and justifiability these women bring to their (changing) 
moral positionings and physical locations through their narratives, discourse and language use.  
2.4. The theoretical toolkit  
In claiming stability, belonging and morality for themselves, the Uzbek women in my study 
make use of three discursive processes: (1) the construction and invocation of morally laden, 
chronotopic images of citizenship (2) scaling moral norms associated with these images of 
citizenship and (3) rebranding themselves and the collectivities of which they are a part in order 
to better conform with these idealized images. These discursive processes, the sociopolitical 
objects with which they are engaged, and the various linkages in between constitute what I refer 
to as the “discursive transnational imaginary,” or the full scope of how transnationally mobile 
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speakers discursively construct imaginations of their social worlds and their place in these social 
worlds.  
As noted above, the social imaginary is seen as particularly well suited to analyzing the 
complex factors involved in transnational mobility (Dick 2010; Appadurai 1996). Additionally, 
its utility for analysis in Central Asian contexts has also been noted, given the ways in which the 
imaginary can make sense of the “apparent contradictions” inherent in the reality of, for instance, 
Soviet and post-Soviet ideologies that are still central to daily life and daily discourses among 
Central Asians (Liu 2012: 14). What I find additionally useful about the notion of a “discursive 
transnational imaginary” is that it prioritizes speakers’ emic perspectives, particularly migrants’ 
perspectives on their experiences of moral and linguistic instability. Furthermore, it mediates 
between top-down and bottom-up aspects of language use and language ideology, demonstrating 
the ways in which speakers are reacting to, reconstructing, claiming and resisting essentialized 
categories related to language and identity.2 As such it gives as scholars insight into the complex 
relationship between agency and power. In the following three sections I give a short review of 
the literature on chronotopes, scaling and branding in order to clarify how I am using these terms 
and what I am adding to a theoretical conceptualization of these issues. 
2.4.1. Chronotopic images of citizenship 
The notion of the chronotope has been taken from Bakhtin’s (1981) analysis of time-space 
configurations in novels, and has been drawn into socially situated studies of discourse to explain 
both how certain spatiotemporal conditions require particular types of linguistic behaviors (e.g. 
                                                
2 The notion that chronotopes in particular, provide insight into participants’ emic perspectives, and mediate 
between top-down and bottom-up ideologies was originally stated in my co-authored paper with Madina Djuraeva 
“Language ideologies and (im)moral images of personhood in multilingual family language planning” published in 
Language Policy.   
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Blommaert & De Fina 2017), and how discourse itself constructs these time-space units of social 
categorization (e.g. Davidson 2007). Chronotopes are not “neutral” and detached units of 
analysis, but are linked to various other phenomena in the larger discursively constructed social 
imaginary. For instance, they are associated with particular characterological figures of 
personhood (Agha 2007), sets of moral and ideological norms (Blommaert 2018; Dick 2010), 
certain views of history (Wirtz 2016; Davidson 2007) or of the future (Karimzad 2016), and 
particular understandings of and attitudes towards language and ethnolinguistic identity 
(Blommaert & De Fina 2017; Woolard 2013).  
While there are many contexts in which the notion of chronotope has been shown to be of 
analytical use, it has been seen as particularly useful in analyzing nationalism and national 
identity in a globalizing, mobile, and temporally shifting world (Davidson 2007; Dick 2010; 
Woolard 2013; Wirtz 2016; Rosa 2016). In this dissertation, I also use the chronotope to analyze 
national identity in contexts of mobility, and I more specifically propose the notion of 
“chronotopic images of ideal citizenship” to refer to the spatiotemporal units through which 
migrants discursively claim and construct their national belonging. These images of citizenship 
are morally laden types of personhood that are linked to the time and space of the nation-state. 
Making use of another aspect of chronotopes that has been noted in the literature, namely their 
interactive and dialogic nature (Wirtz 2016; Anderson 2011), I demonstrate how the 
polycentricity of transnational experience can be effectively analyzed by identifying and tracing 
the dialogic contrasts between the different images of citizenship through which migrants 
attempt to claim stability, morality and belonging. 
Chronotopes in general, and chronotopic images of citizenship in particular, can be 
constructed through the use of deictic contrasts such as here and there, now and then (Dick 2010; 
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Davidson 2007), or through the voicing of particular social types associated with these national 
spaces and times (c.f. Agha 2007; Agha 2005; Lemon 2000; Koven 2013). However, taking into 
account the ethnographic situatedness in which discourse occurs, other factors such as language 
choice, the use of a particular lexical item, or mentioning a specific national figure can also 
accomplish the work of constructing, reconstructing and invoking these chronotopic images of 
citizenship. Chapter 5 of this dissertation demonstrates how these images of citizenship are 
constructed and invoked through the aforementioned linguistic practices in order to claim moral 
stability and Uzbek belonging abroad. However, as is demonstrated by the other two content 
chapters, it is not only the construction and invocation of these images that contributes to the 
discursive transnational imaginary, but also the ordering of these images relative to one another, 
and the remaking of oneself to avoid what might be termed images of “anti-citizenship.”  
2.4.2. Scales and scaling 
Scales are hierarchically ordered space-time, and their vertical relationship structures 
experiences of inequality – such that, for instance in moving across space, certain forms of 
behavior or ways of speaking become more normative than others (Blommaert 2007). These 
hierarchically ordered scales constrain discourse because of how they define which ways of 
speaking are valuable in which contexts, and which communicative resources are necessary for 
one’s voice to be heard across time and space. Combining notions of chronotopes and scales, 
Blommaert argues that if chronotopes are “invokable chunks of history” then scales are “the 
scope of communicability of such invocations” (2015: 105). Taking Blommaert’s definition as 
my starting point, I conceptualize the relationship between chronotopes and scales as follows. I 
see scales as the orders through which different images of citizenship and their corresponding 
norms for behavior are prioritized and designated different scopes of generalizability. That is, 
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while Uzbek migrants may be orienting to both American and Uzbek images of citizenship, these 
images are not equal in power, but are hierarchically ordered, and thus their associated norms are 
seen as variably applicable.  
 Recent scholarship on scales has advocated for questions not only about what scales are 
and how they constrain discourse, but also about how people discursively scale different social 
units – such as images of citizenship – in line with their own social and interactional goals 
(Moore 2008; Canagarajah & De Costa 2016).  Carr & Lempert (2016) outline a “pragmatics of 
scale” which focuses on “the social circumstances, dynamics and consequences of scale-making 
as social practice and project” through examination of discourse and other semiotic material 
(2016: 9). Along similar lines, Bailey, Canagarajah, Lan and Powers (2016) discuss this in terms 
of “scalar politics,” which they argue underscores the agency speakers have in engaging with 
scales, the dynamic nature of this engagement, and how power and scaling are mutually 
constituted. They demonstrate that engagement in scalar politics enables speakers to bring 
“coherence to their choices and ideologies” (331-332) at times by reconfiguring the power 
relations between scales. In this dissertation I use “scaling” to refer to processes through which 
speakers designate the temporal and spatial scope within which this chronotopically situated set 
of moral norms associated with citizenship can operate. In designating the scope of 
generalizability for a set of moral norms, speakers may characterizes certain norms as local, 
momentary, and situated, and others as timeless, translocal, and widespread (Blommaert 2007; 
see also Carr & Lempert 2016) through their linguistic choices. This may be accomplished, for 
instance, by using reportive vs. nomic calibration, given that nomically calibrated narratives are 
generalizable and timeless while reportively calibrated narratives are linked to specific events, 
places and times (Silverstein 1993; Koven 2016). It may also be accomplished by highlighting 
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distinctions between the narrating and narrated event (Jakobson 1957; Wortham 2001), and thus 
scaling particular norms as applicable only to the story world, but not to the here and now of the 
interactional context in which the story is being told. Scaling both draws on and reinforces 
chronotopic organization, while allowing for some flexibility in how chronotopically situated 
images and norms can be understood within the global hierarchy. In Chapter 6, I show how 
Uzbek migrant women make use of discursive scaling in order to claim moral stability for 
themselves in relation to the multiple and contrasting moral images of citizenship to which they 
must attend.  
2.4.3. Brands and branding 
There are various ways in which the notions of brands and branding have been taken up within 
studies of social and cultural life. Particularly relevant for my purposes here, are those studies in 
which branding is critically examined in relationship to nationalism, imagination and 
personhood. Del Percio highlights how in nation branding the “imagined identity of a given 
nation is conceptualized as a fruitful resource for the strategic marketization of a given locality” 
(2016: 3). Graan similarly notes how this branded or imagined identity “extends indefinitely 
across a range of possible experiences and products made available through travel or export” 
(2016: 80). What these scholars discuss in terms of the imagined national identity could be 
reconceptualized as the aforementioned images of citizenship, making branding the process 
through which this image is linked to commoditized experiences such as tourism, objects of 
export and import, and labor, often in the form of citizens.  
Citizens do in fact take up the national brand in various ways, responding to what Graan 
refers to as the state’s interpellation of them as “responsible for living the brand” (77).  For 
instance, Smith (2014) shows how Korean women personally brand themselves as more 
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marketable through plastic surgery in line with the larger process through which Korea as a 
nation-state has branded itself as modern. In neoliberal societies, putting oneself in line with the 
national brand may require “turning oneself into a hirable subject” by creating a “managed self 
with a brand” (Gershon 2014: 287). On the other hand, the construction of a marketized nation 
state can also result in the branding of national and transnational subjects as undesirable. For 
instance, Wingard (2013) argues that the bodies of both immigrants and GLBT citizens are 
branded as “others” who both define national identity and the limits of citizenship in a neoliberal 
era. Vigouroux (2017), while she does not refer to the notions of brand and branding explicitly, 
similarly demonstrates how migrants are categorized (essentially “branded”) by supranational 
and national institutions according to their “skills” in ways that justify inequity in neoliberal 
markets and rationalize anxieties about immigrants negatively influencing national economies. 
The act of branding both self and nation is reliant on a particular type of cross-brand 
consistency that is achieved through the use the interrelated notions of interdiscursivity, 
citationality and “co-indexicality” (Silverstein 2005). Nakassis (2012) describes branding in 
terms of citationality, showing that it is through citation that some object or person is linked back 
to one brand and differentiated from another. He notes that linguistic processes of citation 
manage the sameness and difference that are essential to branding through engagement with and 
manipulation of the relationship between token, type, and emblem (see also Silverstein 2005). 
The brand can be understood, then as the “relationship between some set of brand instances, or 
tokens …and a brand identity, or type (Nakassis 2012: 627). While much of the literature has 
been concerned with how the instability of the token-type-emblem relationship allows for 
“fakes” to emerge within the branding landscape (e.g. Nakassis 2012; Reyes 2017), in this 
dissertation I take the instability of the token-type relationship as indicative of the possibilities 
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for rebranding. Thus, I argue that if branding is the management of the emblem-token 
relationship, then rebranding is a process through which the association between a particular 
token, and type are weakened, and another association between this token and another type is 
established. Just as the process of branding is reliant on citation and interdiscursivity, so is the 
rebranding process.  
In the analysis in Chapter 7, I explore how Uzbek migrants engage in the communicative 
process of rebranding in reordering their discursive transnational imaginaries. More specifically, 
I show how they rebrand themselves in order to disassociate from images of anti-citizenship and 
to better comply with both Uzbek and American national ideals. Through this process of 
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CHAPTER 3: BACKGROUND 
 
3.1. Overview 
This chapter provides the reader with some background information from relevant literature, 
journalistic reporting and my own ethnographic observations that will be helpful in situating the 
analysis that follows in Chapters 5-7. Section 3.2 provides information on the sociohistorical 
context of multilingualism and nationalism in Uzbekistan, while section 3.3 describes the 
political and historical situation of migration, ideology and nationalism in the United States. 
These sections are framed in terms of Uzbek and American “images of citizenship,” drawing 
from the theoretical language I outlined in Chapter 2. Section 3.4 gives some context specific 
information about the situation of Uzbek migrants living in the United States.   
3.2. Images of Uzbek citizenship 
Uzbekistan is a country in Central Asia, which gained independence from the Soviet Union in 
1991. Notions of Uzbekness and Uzbek identity have shifted throughout the nation’s history, but 
have been consistently important to the political projects in the region, and consistently 
intertwined with issues of both language and gender. Prior to the establishment of Uzbekistan as 
a nation state under the Soviet Union the region was intensely multilingual and multi-ethnic. 
Arabic and Islam were introduced as far back as 709 A.D. as a result of conquest by Arab 
invaders (Levi 2007), while the end of the 10th century brought about the recognition of Farsi as 
a literary language and a language of Islam due to the rise of the Samanid family (Khalid 2007). 
In the early 1300s, the Turkic language-speaking Tamerlane came to power in the region, but his 
empire was displaced in the 1500s with the invasion of a Turkic people known as the “Uzbeks” 
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(Levi 2007).3 Khalid (2015) traces the roots of the contemporary nation-state of Uzbekistan to 
Muslim reformers in the region who were active in the late 1800s. These Muslim reformers 
strongly advocated for the education of women, arguing that reforming women would allow for a 
reformation of the millat ‘ethnic group’ because educated women would make better wives and 
better mothers (Kamp 2006). Another part of the work of these reformers in the early 1900s 
involved establishing a more solid notion of the Uzbek ethnicity and language. This notion of 
Uzbekness was embedded in Turkicness, but was seen as distinct from other Turks and Turkic 
languages, and was also contrasted with regional Persian languages and ethnicities (Khalid 
2015).  
 In 1924 Uzbekistan officially became a nation-state and a part of the Soviet Union. In the 
ensuing cultural and symbolic construction of this nation, both women’s issues and language 
related topics maintained their salience. The Soviets launched various campaigns to “liberate” 
Uzbek women through education and unveiling, positioning women through their political 
actions as a “surrogate proletariat,” given the absence of a true proletariat within Uzbek class 
structures (Massell 1974). These campaigns took place alongside a process of korenizatsiia, 
which was an attempt across the Soviet Union to raise the status of indigenous ethnic groups 
through the promotion of local people, culture, and language. As a part of this project, Uzbek 
girls were recruited to become national dancers in order to act as “symbolic mediators between 
extended kin groups and the Uzbek nation-state” (Doi 2002: 10). Korenizatsiia also had an 
impact on raising the status of the Uzbek language, and the use and learning of Uzbek was 
promoted in the nation during this time (Fierman 1982).  
                                                
3 Levi notes that it is not entirely clear how directly related these “Uzbeks” are to the people who call themselves 
Uzbeks today. 
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However, all of this attention to the titular ethnicity and language, was embedded in the 
larger Soviet project of creating semi-autonomous nation-states, which were bound together by 
socialism (Hirsch 2005). This binding together of the nation-states through socialism 
linguistically manifested in the promotion of Russian as the language of interethnic 
communication – both within the individual republics and across the Soviet Union as a whole 
(Fierman 1995; Landau & Kellner-Heinkele 2001). Russian was seen as not only an interethnic, 
but also as an international language, and of the use of Russian loanwords in Uzbek was 
promoted as an internationalization of the Uzbek language (Fierman 1991). Over time, interest in 
korenizatsiia declined, and there was more promotion of the Russian language at the expense of 
the Uzbek language (Fierman 1982).  
In 1989, however, sociolinguistic shifts took hold as Uzbek was declared the official 
language of Uzbekistan in response to protests in the capital city of Tashkent. The new language 
law was accompanied by processes of de-russification (Landau & Kellner-Heinkele 2001), which 
only increased after Uzbekistan achieved independence in 1991 with the fall of the Soviet Union. 
Uzbekistan took more aggressive steps towards derussification after independence than other 
Central Asian countries (Pavlenko 2008), and in contemporary Uzbekistan, Uzbek is the only 
official language. Given the strong association between Russian language and Soviet rule, 
differentiation from Russian and Russian-ness is often invoked in the contemporary era to assert 
national identity, and knowledge of Uzbek is strongly associated with patriotism for all citizens 
(Fierman 2009). However, while this image of Uzbekistan as a monolingual, ethnically 
homogeneous nation-state might be invoked in public discourse, the country is still densely 
multilingual and multi-ethnic. There are almost 130 languages spoken in Uzbekistan (Schlyter 
2012), and many citizens are multilingual, speaking Uzbek, Russian and possibly other minority 
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languages such as Tajik. Additionally, even in the Uzbek language itself, the influence of other 
languages such as Arabic, Persian and Russian can be observed (Marashi 1988; Johanson & 
Csató 1998). Ethnic identity is similarly complex in the Uzbek context. On the one hand, ethno-
national Uzbekness is linked to a territorial concept of the nation (Finke 2014), such that 
historical events or figures from the region are considered authentically Uzbek, regardless of 
whether or not they involved ethnic groups that would have been considered “Uzbek” at the 
time. For instance, regional Arabic and Persian historical figures are recognized as Uzbek 
national heroes (Roy 2000). On the other hand, given that different regions are populated by 
different ethnic groups, notions of Uzbekness are highly localized (Finke 2014). So for instance, 
the cities of Samarkand and Bukhara, which are predominantly ethnically and linguistically Tajik 
cities, may define Uzbekness in ways that differ from definitions in Tashkent, the capital city of 
Uzbekistan.  
 Uzbekness is linked to gender in the contemporary era through what might be described 
as gendered understandings of morality. Kendzior (2014) demonstrates how the concept of 
ma’naviyat, which roughly translates as ‘morality’ is presented in state discourse as a quality 
which is neither Soviet nor Islamic, and is at the heart of what it means to be “acceptably 
authentically Uzbek” (225). In part this morality is performed through Uzbek traditions and 
culture, while in part it relates to managing one’s relationship to a nationally appropriate Islam 
(Peshkova 2014). While being Muslim is seen as an inherent part of being a moral Uzbek, this 
Islam is a secularized Islam (Khalid 2007) that is both “politically correct” and “regionally 
authentic” (Peshkova 2014: 195). This is not to say that other forms of Islam do not exist, and in 
fact Peshkova describes the ways in which the Uzbek government censors and represses other 
types of Islam that it finds inappropriate. While the performance of Uzbek morality is not limited 
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to women, women’s speech, dress, and behaviors are seen as particularly salient symbols of 
national morality. Thus, national rhetoric and local culture promotes marriage and motherhood,4 
modest (but not overly religious) dress, particularly soft ways of speaking, and other types of 
gendered behaviors in women as a way of promoting Uzbekness.  
3.3. Images of American citizenship 
In thinking about American images of citizenship, one must take into account how the 
privileging of certain groups over others has both constituted and is constituted by what it means 
to belong in the United States. Urciuoli describes this phenomenon in the following way: “At the 
base of U.S. assumptions about ethnicity and race is the idea of the normative or generic 
American, white, middle-class, English-speaking persona. This persona represents a cultural 
default setting, the automatic point of comparison for any kind of difference” (1996: 16). The 
genocide of indigenous people and culture, the enslavement of black people, the exclusion of 
women from voting, the exclusion of immigrants on the basis of race, country of origin and 
sexual orientation, and the promotion of English-only legislation are among just a few of the 
historical and contemporary ways in which American citizenship and belonging has been defined 
in opposition to those considered dangerous or undeserving “others” (Omi & Winant 1986; 
Canaday 2009). Religion too, is one of the social factors that can constitute belonging or 
alienation, particularly because of the ways in which religion can become intertwined with issues 
of race. Gualtieri (2001) for instance, documents how Syrian immigrants made a legal case for 
their “whiteness” by highlighting their Christianity. On the other hand, scholars have noted the 
ways in which Islam has become a racial category associated with terrorism, foreignness and 
danger in a post-9/11 United States (Gotanda 2011; Mamdani 2004), with some focusing in 
                                                
4 2016 was announced as the year of the healthy mother and child for Uzbekistan 
http://thekabultimes.gov.af/index.php/opinions/social/9106-uzbekistan-announces-2016-as-year-of-healthy-mother-
and-child.html 
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particular on how the otherization of Muslims allows the US to justify its wars and its position 
within the globe (Rana 2011).   
 Even while the historical data demonstrates how American images of citizenship are 
exclusionary, national rhetoric in the United States highlights the notions of tolerance, inclusion 
and opportunity for all. This may be in part related to what Brown has termed a “global 
renaissance in tolerance talk” beginning in the 1980s (2008:2), but is also linked to the particular 
ways in which ideologies of democracy and capitalism have emerged as central to American 
identity, often obscuring the lived experiences of inequality (Ong 1996; Urciuoli 1996). Within 
this projected image of the United States as tolerant, the difficulties experienced by immigrants, 
people of color, women, and other marginalized groups are often recast as a failure of these 
individuals to properly assimilate, work hard enough, remake themselves in line with the 
demands of the market, or take advantage of the opportunities they have been offered (Ong 1996; 
Piller 2016). While within the framework of neoliberal governmentality all citizens are expected 
to make themselves into good neoliberal subjects through their self-betterment, for immigrants 
(and other minority groups) the pressure to become these idealized subjects is greater because of 
the ways in which their citizenship is more tenuous and subject to greater scrutiny. The remaking 
of oneself may involve assimilation in order to achieve the “‘good citizenship’ enjoyed by the 
successful ethnic” (Urciuoli 1996:21), becoming white (Gualtieri 2001), proving oneself to be a 
“good Muslim” rather than a “bad Muslim” (Mamdani 2004; Maira 2009), learning English in 
order to prove one’s loyalty (Piller 2016; Park & Wee 2017), and positioning oneself as an ideal 
neoliberal and democratic subject who has achieved success because of hard work, in contrast to 
other “less successful” immigrants or minority groups (Pon 2000). The hegemony of these ideas 
about neoliberalism and the importance of individual effort in claiming belonging are evidenced 
  32 
by the fact that even in protesting the treatment of immigrants, activists use a vocabulary which 
“positions the immigrant as the model citizen - hard working, peaceful, clean, self-possessed, 
law-abiding and well behaved” (Baker-Cristales 2009: 69). 
 Thus we can see how language is also central to aligning oneself with American national 
ideals. This is in part because English is intertwined with images of citizenship, but also because 
of the ways in which particular vocabularies and linguistic practices can be appropriated in order 
to represent oneself as a model citizen, ideal neoliberal and democratic subject, “good Muslim” 
or “good immigrant.” Thus, one should speak in a way that discursively represents the self as an, 
‘autonomous, responsible individual’ who is always seeking to improve themself through their 
individual effort and self-reliance (Inoue 2007: 85) and not speak in ways that seem to contradict 
these neoliberal values. In addition to values of neoliberalism, the American imagination of a 
democratic political system also has consequences for speech, and requires “honest, open, direct, 
co-operative and egalitarian” methods of communication (Cameron 2005: 32). These national 
ideologies prioritize freedom of expression in a way that not only allows for, but also requires 
individuals to express their opinions (Cameron 2005; Carbaugh 1988).  
It is helpful to keep in mind that while migrant orientations to Uzbek images of 
citizenship may involve recasting oneself as an ideal Uzbek, in orienting to American images of 
citizenship, most migrants can never hope to be understood as “ideal Americans.” Thus, my 
discussion of migrant construction of and orientation towards “images of American citizenship” 
highlight the ways in which migrants approximate these ideals, or attempt to position themselves 
as more eligible for these positions of citizenship.  
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3.4. Uzbeks in the United States 
Uzbeks generally came to the United States in two waves. The first wave was the migration of 
ethnic Uzbeks from Afghanistan during the Soviet invasion of that country. This group of Uzbek 
immigrants has been in the U.S. for a longer period of time than the group I focus on in this 
dissertation. The second wave of Uzbek immigrants, those who are the focus of this study, came 
from Uzbekistan after the fall of the Soviet Union – i.e. after 1991 (Imamova 2016). Most of 
these immigrants came through the Diversity Visa program, although a smaller number have 
come as educational migrants or through work visas. Based on my ethnographic research, it 
appears that in those Uzbek immigrant communities which did not come to the U.S. on work 
visas or for educational purposes, the men typically work either as Uber drivers or truck drivers 
and the women work in home-care or elder-care, often caring for the elderly Russian speaking 
population in the U.S.  
The largest Uzbek American community is in New York City, in Brooklyn. This 
community was featured in the New York Times during the collection of data for this 
dissertation. One article highlighted the large number of young Uzbek men who are participating 
in wrestling as a high school extra-curricular.5 Later that year, the Times documented how three 
Uzbek men from Brooklyn were arrested for attempting to join ISIS.6 The large number of 
Uzbeks living in Brooklyn has been attributed to the substantive population of Russian speakers 
from other areas of the former Soviet Union who already live in the area (Zotova 2016). As a 
result, new Uzbek migrants can make use of the Russian language infrastructure and can use 
their Russian language skills to find jobs in the neighborhood. In addition to Brooklyn, Uzbeks 
                                                
5 Source: http://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/15/nyregion/in-new-york-uzbek-immigrants-invigorate-high-school-
wrestling.html Last accessed: March 24, 2016 
6 Source: http://www.nytimes.com/2015/05/11/nyregion/accusations-of-terrorism-worry-brooklyns-uzbek-
community.html?_r=0 Last accessed: March 24, 2016 
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live in many different states and geographical areas across the U.S. Those living in Brooklyn, 
generally have easy and frequent contact with other Uzbeks in their areas of residence. In fact 
some of my participants who lived in other regions of the United States referred to Brooklyn as 
“little Uzbekistan,” noting that you feel just like you are in Uzbekistan when you are there.  
Uzbeks living in other big cities outside of New York may not have daily interactions 
with other Uzbeks in their neighborhoods, but they generally had access to regional Uzbek 
community organizations and the events and celebrations hosted by these groups. These 
organizations typically hosted gatherings every couple of months to celebrate various Uzbek 
holidays such as Navruz (New Year) and Uzbek Independence Day. They also occasionally 
organized performances or concerts, set up heritage language classes, workshops to assist new 
immigrants in the community, and other such educational programs. Some of my participants 
drove a couple hours to participate in the events hosted in these larger cities. However, as will be 
shown in Chapter 5, while some found participation in these organizations to be a meaningful 
source of community, others were disinterested in these gatherings.  
The primary purpose of these organizations and their events is to facilitate community 
between Uzbeks. However, there is a secondary purpose expressed by those actively involved, 
related to promoting and representing “Uzbekness” to outsiders. In order to understand this 
desire to represent Uzbekness, it is helpful to have some background on “spectacle style” 
performances of Uzbekness that are common in contemporary Uzbekistan. These “Olympic 
style” performances in Uzbekistan and are meant to demonstrate Uzbek culture’s “universality as 
well as its uniqueness” (Adams 2010:89) and the projected position of the nation-state as “an 
equal in the global community” (2010: 99). In my observations of the Uzbek American 
community, I saw these types of performances continue in holiday celebrations. An individual 
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who is very involved in the community noted specifically that one of the purposes of having 
regular “Uzbek picnics” is to invite non-Uzbeks who do not know about Uzbekistan to show 
them kimligimizni, qanday odamlar, qanday millat ‘who we are, what kind of people, what kind 
of ethnicity’ by dasturxonni ko’rsatish, milliy taomlar bilan… musqialar bilan… san’atkorlar 
bilan ‘showing them our table spread, with our ethnic foods …with music… with artists’. Thus, 
these events construct community between migrants, but are also imagined as performances of 
Uzbekness for others.  
Apart from these physical community gatherings, there are a number of groups on social 
media through which transnational Uzbeks interact with one another. For instance, groups such 
as “Uzbeks in USA” and “Девушки из узбекистана в сша,” or “Women from Uzbekistan in the 
United States” provide online spaces in which migrants and potential migrants can share 
common experiences, recipes and celebrations and exchange instrumental information about life 
abroad. Additionally, groups such as “Uzbek MDK” or “We love Uzbekistan,” while not 
necessarily limited to Uzbeks living abroad, still often post memes, jokes and other content 
related to the lives of Uzbeks outside of Uzbekistan. There are also a number of journalistic 
Uzbek institutions in the U.S., such as Vatandosh Uzbek-American Federation, which was 
founded in New York City and was the first Uzbek newspaper and Uzbek organization in the 
United States. A number of Uzbeks in the U.S. also receive their news through the Uzbek branch 
of Voice of America.  
While Kendzior (2011; 2014) in her work on Uzbek political dissidents, refers an “Uzbek 
diaspora,” Imamova (2016) argues that the Uzbek community as a whole does not yet constitute 
a diaspora because of the ways in which it is primarily focused on cultural rather than political 
community action. The absence of political action may also be related to the observations made 
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by one of my participants, who noted that there is a lot of distrust in the Uzbek American 
community when it comes to political issues. She noted that people associate different Uzbek 
Americans organizations variously with political dissidents, with the Uzbek government, or with 
different branches of the U.S. government, and that these associations can result in a feeling of 
uneasiness.  
In the following chapter I provide more details about the ways in which I collected data 
for this dissertation, clarifying how this overview of Uzbeks living in the U.S. relates to the 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
 
4.1. Overview 
This chapter addresses my ethnographically grounded and discourse analytic approach to data 
collection and analysis. In 4.2 I discuss the different contexts in which my data was collected. In 
section 4.3 I give an overview of my participants’ demographic information, explaining why and 
how I have recruited my participants in the way that I have. I also discuss my own positioning 
relative to my participants and the ways in which my participation in the research process 
informs and constrains the data in this section. In section 4.4 I review my methodology for data 
analysis, including how I selected particular excerpts, the transcription conventions I use, and the 
discourse analytic traditions from which I draw in analyzing this data.  
4.2. Data 
Data collection for this dissertation took place in various cities across the United States between 
March 2015 and August 2016. Data was collected through participant observation at Uzbek 
American community events, audio recordings of casual conversations between Uzbek migrant 
women, audio recordings of semi-structured interviews I conducted with these women in person 
and over the phone, the distribution of surveys requesting demographic background information, 
and engagement with online social media discourses, photos and videos from Uzbek users. I 
collected data in various cities in Illinois and Wisconson, in Washington D.C. and in Brooklyn, 
New York. In order to protect the anonymity of my participants, however, I do not mention the 
locations in which I interacted with particular speakers in the analysis portion of this dissertation. 
This project was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Illinois 
at Urbana-Champaign.  
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4.2.1. Community events and Uzbek spaces 
As part of my data collection I observed and participated in various community events that were 
organized by official Uzbek American community organizations and their members. I most 
frequently attended semi-annual “picnics,” or communal events in which members gathered in a 
park for various cultural activities and to eat traditional Uzbek foods. At these events men and 
women generally sat separately and I would sit and talk with smaller groups of Uzbek women, 
who were socializing with one another. At times I attended these events with Uzbek friends I 
already knew, at times by myself, and at times with my own family members. Through my 
participation in these “picnics” I also became aware of other events organized by the community, 
such as small Uzbek language heritage classes for the children of community members, and 
religious, social gatherings for the female members. I visited these events as well, however, I did 
not end up recording any usable conversations at these events, due to various factors such as 
outside noise and participants’ hesitancy to give consent to being recorded. In addition to being a 
participant observer in these community events, I was also a customer in various Uzbek 
restaurants and grocery stores in the cities where I met with participants, and I made note of 
interactions observed in these contexts as well.  
4.2.2. Audio recordings of casual conversations 
The first stage of my collection of audio involved recording six casual conversations between 
Uzbek women with whom I was already acquainted, or who I met through participation in the 
above-mentioned community events. These recordings took place either at restaurants or in the 
homes of my participants, and except for one case, involved two to five Uzbek women in 
addition to myself. Those present at these gatherings had some sort of relationship with one 
another prior to the meeting. I refer to these conversations as “casual” in order to indicate that I 
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did not guide those present towards any particular topic for research purposes, but rather 
participated in these gatherings as a friend and/or acquaintance.   
4.2.3. Audio recordings of semi-structured interviews 
The second stage of my collection of audio recordings was focused on semi-structured 
interviews with Uzbek women. The talk in these recordings differs from the “casual” 
conversations described in above in that I did guide participants towards particular topics and ask 
them open-ended questions about a variety of issues related to my research. Whenever possible, I 
opted to meet with multiple participants at once in order to be able to observe their interactions 
with one another (Schilling 2013). Most of these interviews were conducted in-person; however, 
three of these interviews were conducted over the phone because participants were not able to 
meet with me in person. Because phone calls are a normal part of social communication for my 
participants, they should not be regarded as irregular or defective sources of data. All in all, my 
goal was to collect data across a number of different interactional and mediated contexts, thus the 
use of audio recordings of telephone calls adds to the diversification of the data. In total I 
conducted 25 of these semi-structured interviews. Seven of the interviews were conducted with 
two or more women simultaneously, while the rest were conducted one-on-one. Across my audio 
recordings of both casual conversations and semi-structured interviews I have approximately 47 
hours of data.  
Briggs’ (1986) work on social science interviews has been particularly influential in 
shaping my approach to these semi-structured interviews. He suggests using ethnographic 
observations in deciding how to frame the questions in interviews, and I followed this advice, 
using the information I had gathered through the steps outlined in 4.2.1. and 4.2.2. in order to 
select and word my interview questions. For instance, noting that many of the women in the 
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community spoke easily and freely about their children, I decided to frame my question about 
language ideologies as a question about their children’s language acquisition and language 
maintenance. As an another example, since the topic of “fate” vs. “hard work” came up fairly 
frequently in the “casual conversations” without my prompting, in my follow up interviews I 
asked participants explicitly to comment on their views and use of “fate talk.” A full list of the 
questions, which guided my semi-structured interviews can be found in the Appendix to this 
dissertation. Briggs notes that as scholars interview and analyze data the obtained through 
interviews, we should make ourselves aware of possible differences between our interactional 
goals and the interactional goals of our participants. By attending to the ways in which 
participants were orienting to and understanding the social context of our interactions I began to 
see that my distinction between “semi-structured interviews” vs. “casual conversations” was 
somewhat artificial. What was more important, I realized, was to understand how the women I 
spoke with were reading, constructing and responding to the context as it unfolded. In order to 
carry out this type of analysis, I made audio or written notes about any observations I had 
regarding the ways in which my participants acted during our interview or immediately 
afterwards, and incorporating these notes into my analysis when relevant. 
4.2.4. Background survey 
During my recordings of casual conversations and semi-structured interviews, I distributed 
surveys to my participants that asked basic questions about their backgrounds, i.e. how long they 
had lived in the United States, what languages they spoke, their ages and ethnic backgrounds etc. 
Although I did not anticipate using these background surveys to elicit additional audio material, 
at times my participants initiated extended conversations in relation to the questions I had listed 
  41 
there. A full list of the questions included in the background survey can also be found in the 
Appendix.  
4.2.5. Collection of online, social media data 
Through my participant observations in community events and my interactions with Uzbek 
women over the course of the year that I collected data, I was also introduced to various online 
Uzbek communities. These were private and public Facebook groups and public Instagram 
accounts, some of which were dedicated to particular regional Uzbek communities in the United 
States, others of which were general accounts focusing on Uzbek language and culture. I 
followed the activity of these groups and accounts, saving links to posts that were relevant to my 
research interests. While many of these posts have informed my ethnographic understanding of 
the Uzbek community in the United States, in order to protect the privacy of human subjects, I 
have only included public posts in this dissertation. I have also obscured the names of those who 
posted or commented, and in cases where the posts themselves revealed personal information I 
have only provided translations, rather than the original language or original image.  
4.3. Participants 
Within sociolinguistics there has been a theoretical move from correlation to construction, which 
impacts how participants are recruited in sociolinguistic fieldwork (Schilling 2013). This is 
because, if for instance, rather than describing the sociolinguistic behavior of a “community of 
practice” (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 1992), one is interested in analyzing the “individual’s 
perceptions of self and group identity” (Schilling 2013: 29) in relation to sociolinguistic issues, 
the need to recruit participants who are “representative” of the community diminishes, and the 
focus shifts towards socially and interactionally situating the data from any and all participants in 
the analysis. This is the case in my approach to data collection and analysis. As one example, in 
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chapter 5, I address sociolinguistic issues in relation to Uzbek communities abroad. My goal here 
is not to describe in generalizable and representative terms how people in Uzbek community 
organizations speak, but rather to investigate the discursive and sociolinguistic processes through 
which particular speakers imagine and relate to these communities and organizations. This goal 
has a direct impact on the type of participants I recruited and the type of data I included, making 
conversations with those who were uninvolved or on the periphery of these community 
organizations as useful and informative as conversations with those who were active participants 
in community events.  
4.3.1. Participant recruitment  
In my recruitment of participants I did try to meet with as diverse a group of Uzbek women as 
possible, for the same reasons that I tried to gather diverse types of data (i.e. from background 
surveys, semi-structured interviews, casual conversations and online). Namely, the collection of 
diverse types of data from participants with varied experiences allowed me to observe the 
multiplicity of contexts in which the sociolinguistic issues I examined became salient. I made 
contact with my participants through snowball sampling via my personal and professional 
network and through my engagement with various professional and cultural community 
organizations. I had been involved with Uzbek communities in a number of different ways prior 
to my research, including the five years I spent in Uzbekistan with my family as a teenager, my 
work volunteering as a interpreter for recently arrived Uzbek refugees in the U.S., and the 
friendships that I developed with academic colleagues from Uzbekistan.  
While I used this wide network to recruit participants, it should be noted that the 
constraints and concerns of my potential interlocutors resulted in a more limited and 
homogeneous pool of participants than might have been expected. More specifically, there were 
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anxieties in the community about being recorded, and those who had come as political refugees 
or who were religiously devout were particularly unwilling to be recorded. On the other hand, 
those who had come to the U.S. for educational purposes or who were more professionally 
established in the United States generally had a greater familiarity with research and with 
American norms regarding signed consent and recordings and were often much more willing to 
participate in my research. As noted in the background section, the majority of Uzbeks 
immigrate to the United States via the Diversity Visa lottery. While I do not have exact 
information on how my participants immigrated to the U.S. – immigration status being another 
sensitive issue that I felt it was best to avoid in order to make my participants feel secure – it is 
fair to say that my data does not necessarily reflect the large percentage of Uzbek migrants who 
are Diversity Visa Lottery winners.  
4.3.2. Demographics of participants 
In my content chapters I give more specific demographic information about each of the speakers 
from whom I draw particular pieces of data to analyze. This section is intended to give an 
overview of the demographic background of my participants as a whole. I collected recordings 
from a total of 41 people. All of them identified as Uzbeks – although what this means for 
ethnolinguistic identity is complex, as will be shown in chapter 5. I spoke with 11 participants 
who lived in Illinois, five people in various cities in Wisconsin, 12 people in Washington D.C. 
and 13 women in Brooklyn, NY. 37 of my participants were women and four were men. Two of 
these men were husbands of participants, and were present during the social gathering in which I 
was collecting data. The other two men were leaders in regional Uzbek community 
organizations. Of the 37 women I spoke with, there was one mother and one mother-in-law who 
did not actually live in the United States, but were visiting their children at the time of my visit 
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and thus participated in the recorded conversation. Of the remaining 35 women, I have 
background surveys for 30 of them, and the following information comes from these background 
surveys.7  
These women were between the ages of 23 and 58, with an average age of 34. Only five 
of them had never been married, three were divorced or separated, and 22 were married at the 
time of our meeting. 21 of these women had children. The women I spoke with had been in the 
United States for an average of 7 years, with one woman having arrived only 8 months before I 
met her, and another having lived in the U.S. for 16 years. Most of my participants were 
bilingual in Uzbek, Russian and English. All spoke both Uzbek and Russian and all except three 
also self-identified as English speakers. Ten of my participants were speakers of Tajik, a 
minority language in Uzbekistan. My participants worked in a variety of jobs with three working 
in elder-care, two working as medical assistants, four in jobs related to office administration, 
three in non-profits, three as journalists and three in various high level professional occupations. 
Six of my participants were either at home taking care of their children or temporarily without 
work when I spoke with them, and seven of my participants were students at the time of 
recording. In terms of their general educational background, all of the women I spoke with had at 
least earned the equivalent of a bachelor’s degree while in Uzbekistan, and eleven of them had 
received degrees from or were enrolled in graduate programs in the United States at the time of 
recording. Almost all of the women identified as Muslim (26 out of 30), and those who did not 
identify as Muslim either left this question blank or said they were not a part of any particular 
religion. As will be shown in chapter 7, the precise nature of religious identity is much more 
                                                
7 The missing background surveys are due to running out of time and/or participant preference. 
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complex than might be reflected by these survey answers. Note that throughout the dissertation 
all participant names have been changed to maintain anonymity.  
4.3.3. Gender 
My goal in this dissertation is not to describe how biological sex correlates with particular types 
of speech or the use of specific languages. Rather, I am interested in how issues of gender, cross-
cultural communication and bilingualism are discursively imagined relative to one another 
among Uzbeks in the United States. While I focus primarily on the discourses of Uzbek women, 
I have also included a few excerpts from Uzbek men living in the United States as the discourses 
of men also shape the gendered dimensions of language ideologies.  
4.3.4. My participation and positioning 
As I noted above, I lived in Uzbekistan for a number of years, from the ages of 10 to 16, and as a 
result I have a fair amount of familiarity with Uzbek language and culture. In addition to moving 
between Uzbekistan and the U.S., I am also biracial and my mother’s side of the family 
immigrated to the United States from Taiwan. Thus, while not an insider to the community of 
Uzbek migrants I was working with, I have some shared experiences with my participants 
outside of the context of this research. Additionally, my physical appearance, fluency in Uzbek 
and the fact that very few non-Uzbeks speak Uzbek, at times led my interlocutors to assume that 
I myself was Uzbek or from an Uzbek family. Once participants understood that I was not Uzbek 
I was imagined by them in a variety of ways and through different discursive strategies. At times 
participants oriented to me as a knowing and sympathetic listener. For instance, one woman 
when describing how it is important it is for her daughter to learn how to respect elders 
according to Uzbek cultural norms said, “You know we have this. You’ve been to Uzbekistan so 
you know how it goes.” At other times, participants would ask me questions in order to better 
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position me within their social imaginary. A different woman before launching into a discussion 
of Uzbek kelinlar, a term which can be roughly translated as ‘bride’ or ‘new wife’ paused to ask 
me Kelin degani kimligini bilasizmi? KE-LIN? ‘Do you know what I mean by kelin? KE-LIN?’ I 
also tried to present myself as a knowing and sympathetic listener by responding to questions 
such as this by saying that I understood, by enthusiastically backchanelling, and by sharing my 
similar experiences either based on my time living in Uzbekistan or observations of my own 
immigrant family.  
The above reactions were more common when I met with someone one-on-one. In larger 
groups where more Uzbek participants were present, my positioning became less salient as they 
attempted to read and orient to one another. This was also the case when it came to language 
choice among participants. Although I am bilingual in the same languages as the majority of my 
participants – Uzbek, Russian and English – my fluency in Russian is much lower than my 
fluency in the other two languages. Thus, in smaller groups or one-on-one conversations 
participants tended to limit their use of Russian in order to accommodate to my linguistic needs; 
however, in larger groups they tended to speak in a mixture of English, Uzbek and Russian 
without making as conscious of an effort to speak in a way that I would understand. Also, in the 
semi-structured interviews I did not direct participants to speak in any particular language, but 
rather took cues based on our previous correspondence or the way in which they greeted me in 
determining the language I should use to ask questions. In my analysis of excerpts in this 
dissertation I attend to the fact that the linguistic and discursive practices of my participants were 
often influenced by their orientation to me, and I use this understanding to investigate how these 
interactionally situated moments can inform and extend theoretical contributions to 
sociolinguistics more broadly. 
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I want to make one other note about my participation and positioning in the collection of 
data for this dissertation. Not only did I influence the interactional moments in which I was 
collecting data, but I was also recruited into and an active participant in the construction of more 
enduring aspects of the sociolinguistic experiences of Uzbeks in the United States. For instance, 
while chapter 6 focuses mostly on the ways in which my participants navigate the demands of 
American neoliberalism and democracy on their subjectivity, I recognize that I too am subject to 
these demands, and that when asked about my views on these subjects by my participants, I 
responded with discourses that were very similar to theirs, thus engaging in the co-construction 
and the shared navigation of neoliberal governmentality. As another example, I have provided 
the image below, which is a screen shot of an Instagram post from a regional Uzbek community 
organization. I had been in attendance at one of their events celebrating Uzbek independence and 
during this event the president of the organization had asked different non-Uzbek attendees to 
give a small speech to the Uzbek American community, congratulating them on the 
independence of their country of origin. These different attendees were introduced as 
“representatives” of their respective nation states, and I was asked to give congratulatory remarks 
in Uzbek on behalf of the United States. After the event I discovered that I had been selected as 
the tadbir ayoli ‘lady of the event’ on Instagram via the post below.  
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Figure 1: Lady of the Event 
 
The text in the post congratulates me and notes that I was selected as the “Lady of the Event” 
due to my dress, the speech I gave in Uzbek and my interactions with the guests. My 
participation in congratulating the community in Uzbek on “behalf” of the United States, and the 
community’s use of my literal and figurative image in promoting linguistic proficiency in Uzbek, 
tastefulness in clothing and appearance, and appropriate social interactions for women are all 
semiotic acts, which contribute to the construction and maintenance of Uzbek images of 
citizenship in the United States. In this dissertation I argue that my participants’ agentive 
discursive acts are also often reinforcements of national ideologies and global hegemonies. I 
want to underscore the fact that I am not critiquing these women’s participation in oppressive 
ideologies as some neutral third party observer. Rather, I see myself as being in a somewhat 
similar position to these women in that in attempting to navigate my belonging amidst static 
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structures that cannot easily account for hybridity, I too am complicit in maintaining established 
systems of power.  
4.4. Data Analysis 
4.4.1. Excerpt Selection 
In selecting which data to include in this dissertation, I chose those excerpts that best 
demonstrate the discursive processes through which my participants make claims to stability, and 
which best illustrate the construction, scaling and (re)branding that I focus on in each of the 
chapters. In chapter 5 and 7 I have included examples from all three types of data that I utilize in 
my study – excerpts from semi-structured interviews and casual conversations, and images and 
discourse from online posts. Drawing examples from across these multiple social and 
interactional contexts allows me to delineate the wide scope in which the issues I explore in these 
chapters are relevant to Uzbek migrants in the U.S. In chapter 6, I rely more heavily on excerpts 
from semi-structured interviews. I use some of my other data to show that the issues brought up 
in these excerpts are salient to my participants beyond the scope of these interviews. However, it 
may be the case that the particular discursive strategies I discuss in this chapter are more visible 
in the context of my one-on-one interaction with these women. Accordingly, I discuss how my 
active participation in these interviews might influence these findings, while also demonstrating 
that the situatedness of these practices does not detract from the theoretical contributions that are 
highlighted in the analysis. 
4.4.2. Transcription 
In this dissertation transcription conventions are adopted from Atkinson & Heritage (2006). I use 
two columns for those excerpts, which are drawn from conversations in a language other than 
English, or from conversations in which participants switched between English and other 
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languages. The left column represents the original text while the right column is the translation. 
In the translation I use italics to represent speech that was originally in English and I use bolded 
text to represent speech that was originally in Russian. I transcribe both my participants’ 
contributions to the conversations as well as my own – including my questions, vocalizations and 
backchanelling. However, because I am a very active listener, I have occasionally left out some 
of my more quiet or multiplied contributions of “Hmm” and “Ehm” in order to preserve the 
focus of the text. I use commas, periods and question marks as punctuation to guide the reader 
through the structure of the excerpt, rather than as indications of rising or falling intonation. In 
transcribing the original utterances I have used the Uzbek Latin script, but have changed some 
spellings to reflect more closely the actual utterances of the speakers – i.e. to capture dialectal or 
register differences as outlined by Ochs (2006). In transcribing spoken Russian I have used the 
Library of Congress Romanization tables. In those cases where I draw excerpts from written data 
I have maintained the original orthography, i.e. using Cyrillic if the post was originally in 
Cyrillic. If these are social media excerpts I have typically included a screen shot of the post 
followed by a transcription of the original text and a translation. A full list of my transcription 
conventions can be found in the Appendix to this dissertation.  
4.4.3. Analysis of discourse 
In analyzing these selected chunks of discourse then, I attend both to the ways in which the 
larger social and interactional contexts shape the linguistic practices of the involved speakers 
(Hymes 1972), and to how participants use language to construct context (Gumperz 1992) and 
their social imaginaries as a type of context. In order to investigate how participants use language 
to construct their social imaginaries I focus on four related linguistic areas. The first is non-
referential meaning and indexicality (e.g. Silverstein 1976), theoretical concepts that allow 
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analysts to extract meaning from the use of particular words, phrases, grammatical constructions 
and languages (e.g. Russian rather than Uzbek), that go beyond the literal and referential 
meaning of these linguistic choices, addressing instead the higher levels at which these forms 
carry social meaning. Second, I focus on participants’ use of shifters and deictics (Silverstein 
1976, Urban 1989, Wortham 2001) such there and here or us and them and how they are used to 
locate speakers within transnational imaginaries. Third, I analyze language that establishes 
relationships between multiple speech events. This includes participants’ use of voicing (Bakhtin 
1981) to invoke or construct characterological figures (Agha 2005), the use of linguistic detail to 
distinguish between the narrating and narrated events when participants share personal stories 
(Jakobson 1957; Wortham 2001), or metalinguistic practices in which speakers comment on 
language in order to create moral or social positionings for themselves (Jakobson 1957, Agha 
2007). Finally, I examine the combined configuration of all the above poetics (Jakobson 1957) to 
show how collectively, these indexicals establish particular subject positions for self and other 
(Wortham and Reyes 2015) in relation to the notions of bilingualism, nation-state, moral norms 
and other phenomena within the discursive transnational imaginary.  
I also want to make a brief note about my use of language in the writing of this 
dissertation. Following Vigouroux’s (2017) lead in exercising cautiousness about the ways in 
which academic work can reproduce the hierarchical categorization of migrants, I have 
attempted to stay away from referring to my participants as either “skilled” or “unskilled.” I use 
the term “migrant” to refer to the fact that my participants are transnationally mobile, while the 
term “immigrant” is reserved for those moments in which I am focusing on my participants’ 
relationship to the United States. Given the ongoing conversation about whether or not Uzbeks 
living abroad constitute a “diaspora” (e.g. Imamova 2016; Kendzior 2014), and the fact that this 
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is not a major focus of my dissertation, I have refrained from using such terminology here. 
Finally, given that I am investigating how migrants navigate their tenuous position of belonging 
relative to the United States and Uzbekistan, I avoid using the term “host country” as it implies 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCURSIVELY CONSTRUCTING BELONGING FROM AFAR 
 
5.1. Introduction 
In this chapter I will demonstrate how my participants discursively construct and align with 
images of citizenship in order to claim belonging relative to Uzbeks communities abroad and in 
relation to Uzbekistan more generally. In order to show this, I draw from the notion of 
chronotope as “mobile context” (Blommaert 2017), which applied to this data, refers to how 
images of Uzbek citizenship can be brought along into new contexts outside of the territoriality 
of Uzbekistan in order to mediate belonging in the life abroad. I will show how there are multiple 
images of Uzbek citizenship at play in constructing belonging from afar, and I will highlight the 
gendered behaviors and linguistic competencies associated with these various images. Focusing 
in particular on speakers’ metacommentary about the relationship between linguistic competence 
and images of citizenship, I discuss the implications of this for theorizing the ideological nature 
of bilingual hybridity vs. discreteness.  
In section 5.2 I provide a general overview of the functions of immigrant communities 
abroad and the salience of heritage languages in these contexts, as well as a discussion of the 
situation of Uzbek immigrant communities in particular. In section 5.3 I present analyses of a 
number of different pieces of data. The analysis of the first excerpt traces how a discussion of 
linguistic competency leads to a larger conversation, involving Soviet vs. post-independence 
images of Uzbek citizenship and their consequences for navigating belonging. My analysis of the 
second and third excerpts focus primarily on how images of ideal Uzbekness are constructed 
alongside various gendered and linguistic expectations, how participants’ relationships to these 
images are destabilized by their removal from Uzbekistan, and how they nonetheless use these 
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images in order to claim belonging and moral stability. The final excerpt shows how less 
dominant images of Uzbek citizenship, the preservation of alternative heritage languages, and a 
lack of engagement in Uzbek communities in the United States can also be used in order to claim 
belonging, morality and stability. Section 5.4 discusses these findings in relationship to questions 
of language hybridity and claims of stability.  
5.2. Immigrant communities and heritage languages  
In an era of transnational migration, migrants maintain connection to their country of origin in a 
number of different ways (Glick Schiller, Basch & Blanc 1995). This may include staying in 
contact through new communication technologies (Madianou & Miller 2012), return migration 
(Gmelch 1992), sending remittances or investing economically in the country of origin 
(Grasmuck & Pessar 1991), and – the focus of this chapter – engaging with other migrants from 
the homeland (Parreñas 2001). Crucially, engagement with the homeland for migrants, is not 
only an interaction with the tangible aspects of the people and places back home, but perhaps 
more frequently, it is an engagement with an “imagined homeland” (Eisenlohr 2006) or the ways 
in which they conceptualize the left-behind nation-state in terms of its spatiotemporal, moral and 
characterological dimensions. Using Blommaert’s notion of the chronotope as “mobile context” 
then, I want to suggest that migrants interact with the imagined homeland by bringing images of 
Uzbek citizenship with them into their lives abroad, and then discursively (re)constructing, 
invoking and orienting to these images in various interactional contexts in their country of 
residence. These images may be particularly salient in contexts where migrants interact with 
other migrants, and in these ways immigrant communities may themselves become imagined 
communities through which migrants construct their belonging to the imagined homeland 
(Parreñas 2001). 
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These immigrant communities can be official or informal and can connect migrants in a 
variety of ways including through activities that emphasize cultural sharedness, such as heritage 
language courses for the second generation (Lo 2009, Karrebaek & Ghandchi 2017). However, 
while community organizations may provide some sense of connection and continuity with the 
homeland, they do not replicate the contexts or relationships that obtained before migration, and 
often produce new sets of relations that would not have been possible in the homeland. This is 
because, while it is generally true that transnational contexts bring together people with diverse 
ethnic and linguistic backgrounds (Blommaert 2010), it is also more specifically true that 
immigrant communities bring together people with diverse backgrounds from the homeland. 
Thus, in these communities, people of differing social classes, regional backgrounds and 
linguistic biographies come together in a way that they may not have in their country of origin.  
To situate this within the context of Uzbek migration the following information may be 
helpful.  Because of the different ethnic populations in different regions of Uzbekistan there are 
differing understandings of the relationship between ethnicity and nationality (Finke 2014). 
Many of my participants said that it was rare for them to travel to other areas of Uzbekistan 
before they left the country. For this reason, it is quite possible that someone from the city of 
Tashkent, the capital city of Uzbekistan, which is more ethnically homogenous, would not have 
had many chances to visit Samarkand, a majority Tajik city. However, immigrant community 
gatherings bring together Uzbeks who are originally from all different areas of Uzbekistan and 
their unfamiliarity with one another’s backgrounds can lead to a collective renegotiation and/or 
reinforcement of what counts as Uzbekness. Defining what counts as Uzbekness is also 
important for those in transnational spaces because of the salience of nationalism in these 
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contexts (Castells 2011), and thus it is in these contexts that images of citizenship emerge as 
particularly useful tools for analyzing discursive imaginations of belonging.  
5.3. Analysis  
5.3.1. She speaks Russian, so she’s Tajik 
In this first excerpt, I focus on a conversation between three women and myself about issues of 
ethnolinguistic identity and whether Soviet or post-independence images of Uzbek citizenship 
are better for claiming belonging. These women are not a part of an official Uzbek community 
organization, however, they met one another at a Russian cultural event a while earlier and had 
continued to meet with one another every month or so since then. The four participants are 
myself, a woman I will refer to as Munisa, her daughter, who I will refer to as Dinara, and our 
mutual friend, Farida. Farida and I had been friends for a few years previous to this meeting. She 
had introduced the mother and daughter to me by inviting me to one of their monthly meet-ups, 
explaining to them that I would record our casual conversation for research purposes. We all met 
again the next day after our initial conversation for me to ask the other three explicit questions 
about comments they had made the previous day. In the initial conversation, the mother had 
identified Farida as Tajik on the basis of the fact that Farida’s Russian language abilities were 
stronger than her Uzbek language abilities. The daughter had contradicted the mother, 
identifying Farida as Uzbek. These conflicting perspectives on Farida’s identity prompted me to 
ask both the mother and daughter to further explain their positions. Given our previous meeting, 
we had developed a friendly rapport that extended beyond the researcher-participant relationship 
and at the time of recording, everyone was relaxed in the home environment and spoke casually 
with one another, while they answered questions, ate treats and socialized. The excerpt that 
follows begins with Farida noting that, it is interesting that Munisa had identified her as Tajik on 
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the basis of her competency in Russian. The remainder of the excerpt is Munisa and Dinara 
continuing to debate and give justifications for whether Farida is Tajik or Uzbek.  
Excerpt 1:  
1. Farida: Qiziq (.) chto russkiy yazyk 
because you are Tajik 
2. Farida & Munisa: ((laughter)) 
3. Munisa: Net (.) vot man man 
tushuntiraman hozir. Bila↑sizmi nima? 
O’zbekiston, Tojikiston tak, Qozoqston, 
Qirg’izston chegara-ku↑bizar (.) 
Chegara rayonlar-da↑(.) Uh vot qozoqlar 
yashiydi, o’zbeklar Qozoqstonda 
yashaydi, qozoqlar O’zbekistonda 
yashiydi, tojiklar O’zbekistonda, 
O’zbeklar tojikistonda yashiydi  
4. Farida: To’g’ri. to’g’ri. 
5. Munisa: Vot mana endi maktab qanaqa 
ti- tur- qaysi tilda qilish kerak  
6. Farida: To’g’ri. 
7. Munisa: O’sha paytda soyuz paytida 
to’g’ri reshenie bo’lgan bo’lishi mumkin 
chunki RUS TILI mana tak vot bitta 
((inaudible)) internatsional’ny yazyk deb 
1. Farida: It is interesting (.) that Russian 
language because you are Tajik 
2. Farida & Munisa: ((laughter)) 
3. Munisa: No (.) here I I will explain now 
Do you ↑know what Uzbekistan, 
Tajikistan hmm, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan 
we’re borders-EMP ↑we are (.) Border 
regions-EMP↑(.) Uh here Kazakhs live, 
Uzbeks live in Kazakhstan, Kazakhs live 
in Uzbekistan, Tajiks in Uzbekistan, 
Uzbeks live in Tajikstan 
 
4. Farida: Right. right. 
5. Munisa: Here now school what kind of 
ty- lang- which language should it use 
6. Farida: Right. 
7. Munisa: In that time in the Soviet time it 
might have been a correct decision 
because RUSSIAN here here is like a 
((inaudible)) international language they 
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aytishadi  
8. Lydia & Farida: Hmm 
9. Munisa: Lekin ((inaudible)) bir darajada 
rus tili millatlarni o’rtasida takoy 
internatsional’ny, bizarni millatlarimizni 
orasida internatsional’ny til [bo’lgan  
10. Farida:                                [Birlashtir- 
11. Munisa: Birlashtiradigan til bo’lgan. 
O’shani uchun maktablarda (.) shu aniq 
chegaralarda yashagan anaqalar. Mana 
mana tajichka buni aytaylik. Tajik 
O’zbekda yashiydi. 
12. Dinara: O’zbek-↑ku o’zbek 
13. Lydia: ((laughter)) 
14. Munisa: Yo- o’zbechka- 
15. … 
16. Farida: U lekin rozi emaslar  
 
17. Munisa: U chegarada yasha[magan 
 
18. Dinara:                                [Man ko’p 
narsa bilan rozi emasman. ((laughter)) 
19. Munisa: Da bu bu bunda ma:n bilama:n 
would say 
8. Lydia & Farida: Hmm 
9. Munisa: But ((inaudible)) at some level 
Russian was like an international 
language between our ethnicities it was an 
international [language 
10. Farida:          [Unifie- 
11. Munisa: A language that unified. For that 
reason in schools (.) especially in the 
border region there lived those who. Here 
here let’s say she (Farida) is Tajik Tajik 
and she lives in Uzbekistan.  
12. Dinara: She’s Uzbek-↑EMP Uzbek  
13. Lydia: ((laughter)) 
14. Munisa: No- (she is) Uzbek- 
15. … 
16. Farida: But she (the daughter) does not 
agree.  
17. Munisa: She (the daughter) did not live 
on the    [border 
18. Dinara: [I don’t agree with a lot of 
things. ((laughter)) 
19. Munisa: Yes this this for her I: kno:w  
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bu chunki keyingi avlod. Bizar uje 
boshqacha tarbiyalangan. Bizar millat 
sifatida basharimiz- yuzimizni 
yuoqotdik devo:↑tti Bu qizim to’g’ri 
aytivotti. Chunki bizar o’sha paytda 
mana shunaqa narsa bilan tarix bilan 
o’qidik. O’zimiz haqiqiy tariximiz 
bilmadik bizar.  
because she is the next generation. For us 
we were already raised differently. In 
terms of ethnicity our face- our 
countenance we lost it she is sa:↑yingThis 
my daughter is saying correctly. Because 
we read history with these things at that 
time. We didn’t know our own true 
history.  
 
There are two primary images of citizenship invoked in the above discussion – both related to the 
nation-state of Uzbekistan. The first is that of the Soviet citizen, which is brought about by 
Munisa (the mother) and is linked to the place of Uzbekistan during Soviet times. It is through 
this image of citizenship that Munisa identifies Farida as Tajik. Munisa constructs this 
chronotopic image within her discourse by referencing particular places that were a part of the 
Soviet Union, i.e. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan (line 3), and by referring to a 
particular time, o’sha payt ‘that time’, which she later clarifies to be soyuz payti ‘Soviet time’ 
(line 7). Her construction of the Soviet chronotope can also be observed through her language 
choice. She code-switches to Russian from Uzbek in the words reshenie ‘decision’ (line 7) and 
internatsional’niy yazyk ‘international language’ (line 7 and lines 9).8 Additionally, she uses 
ethnonyms marked with Russian morphology to indicate femininity, such as tajichka ‘Tajik 
woman’ (line 11) and o’zbechka ‘Uzbek woman’ (line 14) to refer to Farida. In this context, 
Russian language use can be associated with the Soviet Union since making Russian the 
                                                
8 Note that while the mother did make some earlier switches to Russian, these were mostly conjunctions and 
interjections – unmarked switches for Uzbek-Russian bilinguals. 
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language of education was a decision connected to Soviet policies, and the phrase 
internatsional’niy yazyk ‘international language’ as applied to Russian was a part of widely 
propagated Soviet ideologies, as noted in Chapter 4. Thus, these switches to Russian aid in the 
discursive construction of an image of the Soviet time-space and the corresponding image of 
Soviet citizenship. It is not only through Munisa’s discourse that this Soviet image of citizenship 
is invoked in the ongoing conversation. Notably, in lines 4 and 6 Farida responds to her 
explanations with the affirmation to’g’ri ‘right’, indicating alignment. In line 9, when Munisa 
notes that bizarni millatlarimizni orasida internatsional’ny til bo’lgan ‘it was an international 
language between our ethnicities’, Farida interjects with the word birlashtir ‘to unify’ (line 10) 
and Munisa reiterates this word in her next statement birlashtiradigan til bo’lgan ‘a language 
that unified’ (line 11). Thus, Farida is not only aligning with, but also co-constructing this 
chronotopic image of the Soviet citizen. 
 The Soviet image is constructed and invoked by Munisa to justify why she identifies 
Farida as Tajik and to claim legitimate belonging for Farida as a “Russian speaking Tajik” 
relative to their shared nation-state. More specifically, when Munisa states that the Russian 
language was a language millatlarni o’rtasida ‘between the nationalities/ethnicities’ (line 9) and 
that it was a language that unified (line 11), she is pointing to the fact that ethnic minorities 
depended on Russian to communicate during Soviet time, and is invoking an image of 
citizenship in accordance with particular. Munisa is not only invoking a past time in Uzbekistan, 
but more specifically a moral order in which a Soviet brotherhood, bound together by the 
Russian language and imagined as inclusive of all people regardless of their ethnicity. It is within 
this image of citizenship and corresponding moral order that Soviet-style ethnolinguistic 
identification can take place, and that Farida’s proficiency in Russian can be used to identify her 
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as an ethnolinguistic minority within Uzbekistan. Within this broad image of Soviet citizenship, 
the identification of Farida as an ethnolinguistic minority is not seen as exclusionary, but rather 
as inclusive, and is one of the possible ways in which Farida can belong within Soviet 
imaginations of what it means to be Uzbek, both in Uzbekistan, and in her life abroad. Note that 
the view of Uzbek citizenship that Munisa discursively constructs draws heavily from Soviet 
discourses themselves (c.f. Martin 2001; Hirsch 2005), and are not her own invention, but rather 
her invocation of a particular chronotope through her linguistic choices in interaction.  
Dinara disagrees with the mother’s identification of Farida as an ethnic minority and 
invokes instead, a post-independence image of Uzbek citizenship. This post-independence 
chronotope, though not overtly discussed in terms of time and place in the above excerpt, 
pertains to discourses about the nature of Uzbekistan and Uzbekness after the fall of the Soviet 
Union. The invocation of this post-independence image is evident in Dinara’s linguistic 
practices, which prioritize Uzbek over Russian, or Uzbek without Russian influence in line with 
the post-independence national efforts to derussify the Uzbek language (Pavlenko 2008). Unlike 
her mother’s use of ethnonyms marked with the Russian morphology to indicate femininity such 
as tajichka ‘Tajik woman’ (line 11) and o’zbechka ‘Uzbek woman’ (line 14), Dinara marks her 
use of ethnonyms as Uzbek by omitting this morphology – as is evident in her use of o’zbek 
‘Uzbek’ twice in line 12. Within this post-independence image, Uzbek ethnicity and citizenship 
is realized through one’s association with the territory of Uzbekistan and linguistic proficiency in 
Uzbek. Since Farida meets both of these qualifications, Dinara identifies her as Uzbek. For 
Dinara, the identification of Farida as “Tajik” does not create the conditions for her to “belong” 
or to be included in Uzbek images of citizenship, while the identification of her as “Uzbek” does.  
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Thus, we see that the tension between Dinara and Munisa is in part about whether post-
independence or Soviet images of Uzbek citizenship are better metrics for belonging, and is in 
part about which images of citizenship allow for Farida to be identified in a way that facilitates 
her belonging, specifically. This is in some ways a uniquely transnational conversation given the 
unlikelihood of these three women coming together in Uzbekistan, since Munisa and Dinara are 
from a majority Uzbek city, whereas Farida is from a majority Tajik city in Uzbekistan. Dinara 
and Munisa’s argument about whether Farida is Tajik or Uzbek is part of a larger conversation 
about how communities are formed abroad, which brought along images of citizenship take 
precedence in determining who belongs to those communities, and how linguistic competency 
factors into these evaluations of belonging. In this case, it is not Farida herself who claims 
belonging through constructing and orienting to Uzbek images of citizenship, but rather Dinara 
and Munisa who construct and orient to opposing images of citizenship in order to represent 
Farida as belonging in the transnational context of their Uzbek community life abroad.  
While both Dinara and Munisa see the images of citizenship they are constructing as 
legitimate, in observing their language in interaction we can see that these images are not equal 
in power. For instance, even though Munisa identifies Farida through the lens of the Soviet 
chronotope, we see that in summing up the conversation, she discursively moves away from this 
image of citizenship by negatively evaluating it through the lens of the post-independence 
chronotope. She comments qizim to’g’ri aytivotti ‘my daughter is saying correctly’ (line 19) 
referencing Dinara’s earlier criticism of Soviet times, and aligning with her negative assessment 
of these times. She also notes that o’sha paytda … o’zimiz haqiqiy tariximiz bilmadik ‘in that 
time … we didn’t know our own true history’ (lines 19) evaluating the Soviet image of 
citizenship as a less “true” or less “authentic” Uzbekness. Additionally, it may be possible to 
  63 
read certain aspects of Munisa’s pronoun usage as discursive distancing from the Soviet 
chronotope. In line 16, she notes that Russian was referred to as an international language, saying 
rus tili mana tak vot internatsional’ny yazyk deb aytishadi ‘Russian here is like an international 
language they said’ (line 7). Her use of the third person plural in the verb aytishadi ‘they said’ 
may be a way of distancing herself, rather than using the first person plural conjugation, thus 
effectively removing herself from this spatiotemporal configuration. It may be the case that she 
distances herself from this claim about Russian being an international language because she is 
aware that post-independence images of citizenship are more powerful and demand adherence to 
a vision of Uzbekistan in which Russian is no longer required.  
We can also observe the tentativeness of Munisa’s position in the fact that she uses the 
first person plural imperative to pose a hypothetical identification of Farida as Tajik in tajichka 
buni aytalik ‘let’s say she is Tajik’ (line 11). This tentativeness is not observed in the daughter’s 
response o’zbek-ku o’zbek ‘she’s Uzbek Uzbek’ (line 12), which is emphasized through the 
repeated use of the word o’zbek and through the use of the emphatic particle –ku. The differences 
between the epistemological certainties with which these women make their comments reflect 
the power differential between the Soviet and the post-independence images of citizenship. The 
reason for this power differential is in part because the Soviet Union is no longer in power and 
Uzbekistan is currently an independent nation-state. However, it is also because national rhetoric 
in contemporary Uzbekistan promotes and normalizes the legitimacy of the titular ethnicity and 
language of the nation-state in ways that align with the hegemonic image of homogeneous 
nation-states and monolingual speakers more broadly. Thus, the notion of being Uzbek, speaking 
Uzbek and living in Uzbekistan matches dominant understandings of how ethnolinguistic 
identity works.  
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This also has implications for thinking about the relationship between images of 
citizenship and migrant ideologies about bilingualism in terms of hybridity vs. discreteness. On 
the one hand, the relative power of chronotopic images of homogeneous ethno-nationalism 
reinforces the notion of discrete languages as a part of discrete nation-states.9 Additionally, the 
fact that Munisa’s construction of the Soviet image involves the use of Russian language 
ethnonyms, while Dinara uses exclusively Uzbek language ethnonyms in constructing the post-
independence image also reinforces the idea that these languages are linked to and embedded in 
separate and contrasting images of citizenship. If the images of citizenship, of which the 
languages are a part, are contrasting, then by extension, these languages are also contrasting, and 
therefore, ideologically discrete. That is, in the discourses represented here in excerpt 1, the 
contrast between Sovietness and independence creates a corresponding contrast between Uzbek 
and Russian, which sustains the ideological notion that these two languages are categorically 
distinct from one another.  
One more note along these lines. The identification of Farida within the post-
independence image of Uzbekness does not provide an explanation for her proficiency in 
Russian in the same way that the identification of Farida within Soviet images of citizenship 
does. Thus, I would suggest that Dinara’s post-independence identification of Farida reinforces 
the illusion of monolingualism and sustains the ideology of discrete languages linked to specific 
nation-states. However, Munisa’s Soviet-style identification of Farida as Tajik denaturalizes the 
ideological image of a homogeneous nation-state and monolingual speakers. This points to the 
fact that while contrasts between images of citizenship and their corresponding languages may 
                                                
9 This idea about the power of the chronotope of the monolingual nation state and the corresponding implications for 
the perceived reality of languages as discrete categories was developed in collaboration with Farzad Karimzad in our 
article “‘No we don’t mix languages’: Ideological power and the chronotopic organization of ethnolinguistic 
identity” published in Language in Society. 
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sustain ideologies of language discreteness, not all images of citizenship reinforce these 
ideologies to the same extent. In this case, the Soviet image of citizenship, while not necessarily 
more equal, fair or morally just, allows for a discursive inclusion of bilingual speakers and ethnic 
minorities as belonging within the national imagination. 
5.3.2. Three types of Uzbeks in the U.S.  
The next two excerpts focus on discourses from speakers who construct and orient to what they 
see as images of ideal Uzbek citizenship. They link these images not only to life in Uzbekistan, 
but also to the space and time of Uzbek immigrant community organizations. They then claim 
moral and national stability for themselves by highlighting their involvement in these 
organizations, and by demonstrating their personal moral behaviors in line with the image of 
Uzbek citizenship they have mobilized. What emerges as salient in these excerpts is that 
although language is very much intertwined in these images, it is often other aspects of morality 
related to gender norms that take precedence over linguistic competence in determining one’s 
moral subjectivity and belonging.10  
In excerpt 2 I draw from more top-down data which illustrates how these issues are 
discursively imagined and presented by a leader of a regional Uzbek American organization in 
an open letter he wrote to the community. The leader, who I will refer to as Akram, wrote the 
letter in order to encourage greater participation in community events and to put forward the idea 
of an Uzbek cultural center. The letter was circulated to the public on social media, which is 
where I came across it. In the excerpt, Akram first outlines the various types of Uzbeks he sees 
living in the United States, and then discursively imagines the future behavior of his 
                                                
10 The notion that it is not always language, but often moral norms, that are the most salient in constructing images 
of national personhood was developed in collaboration with Madina Djuraeva in our article “Language ideologies 
and (im)moral images of personhood in multilingual family language planning” published in Language Policy.   
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grandchildren who are growing up in the U.S. He concludes his letter with a call for the creation 
of an Uzbek cultural center. Due to the sensitive nature of this document and in order to protect 
anonymity, I have only provided the paraphrased translated version. The majority of the original 
letter was in Uzbek. Switches to English have been italicized and switches to Russian have been 
bolded.  
Excerpt 2: 
In my opinion the manner of Uzbeks living in America can be broken into three 
types. The first type is those who make an effort to preserve Uzbekness 
(language, religion and culture). Second, those who do not believe in god – 
atheists. For them, since the mother tongue is not very necessary they make an 
effort to teach their children Russian. (Like the Uzbeks in the former communist 
era) The third type is those who have converted and are living as Christians. 
(They say they are especially in California). So, what type do we belong to? I 
think many of us are in the first type. (I cannot say 100 percent, because 
according to our community bylaws we are working with people of all beliefs 
with open heartedness…  
 
I imagine, tomorrow if my grandchildren grow up, become “Americanized”, pass 
me without saying hello - I will endure it – if my 12 years old granddaughter 
wears shorts and being spoiled sits on my lap, – I will endure, but if this 
granddaughter today saying this boy, tomorrow this other one is my “boyfriend-
possessive marker” bringing them to the house – this will be difficult for me, 
rather than that… it is better.  
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Question: What should be done? 
Answer: We need to make a community; 
We need to participate actively and be strongly unified; 
Our kids need to have friends that are like them, that we would want them to have 
We – Uzbeks we need our own cultural center  
In describing the first type of Uzbek in the U.S. Akram parenthetically links language, religion 
and culture, claiming that in all of these respects this first group attempts to maintain Uzbekness. 
This first type, with its value for the Uzbek language and its direct link to o’zbekchilik 
‘Uzbekness’ appears reminiscent of the post-independence image of citizenship invoked by 
Dinara in excerpt 1. This proves true, in the contrast Akram draws between this first type of 
Uzbekness and the Soviet Uzbekness invoked in his description of the second Uzbek American 
type. Akram describes the second type of Uzbek Americans as those who “do not believe in god” 
and who because they feel that the “mother tongue is not very necessary,” teach their children 
Russian. He overtly links this type to the Soviet chronotope through his parenthetical comment, 
“like the Uzbeks in the former communist era.”  
Akram does not describe these groups in neutral terms, but through his linguistic choices 
clearly aligns with the first group over the second. For instance, while he describes those in the 
second category in terms of what they lack through the use of negation (“do not believe in god” / 
“mother tongue is not very necessary”), the first category is described in terms of values, through 
the use of the lexical item saqlab qolish ‘to preserve.’ Additionally his reference to the 
“communist era” in describing the second group underscores the ways in which he sees this 
group of Uzbeks as anachronistic. Through his negative evaluation of this second group of 
Uzbeks and the contrast he creates between them and the first group, Akram reinforces the idea 
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that this first type are those who comply with an ideal, post-independence image of Uzbek 
citizenship. While he notes that the organization’s community bylaws state that they are open to 
“people of all beliefs,” he also overtly states that “I think many of us are in the first type” further 
emphasizing his alignment with this ideal image of Uzbekness, and the way in which the 
organization as a whole takes this image as the starting point for constructing their collective 
identity abroad.  
Turning towards the second portion of the excerpt we see that Akram is concerned about 
the potential instability of the community abroad, given the ways in which future generations 
may have difficult complying with this idealized image. More specifically, he outlines his 
concerns about his grandchildren and their future lives and behaviors in the United States. He 
describes a scenario in which his grandchildren become very Americanized. He lists all of the 
things his grandchildren might do that would cause him distress: becoming Americanized, not 
saying hello to him, wearing shorts, and bringing different boys to the house referring to them as 
“my boyfriend”. Akram notes that while he would put up with any of the first three behaviors, it 
would be very difficult for him to put up with the last behavior, saying: “if this granddaughter 
today saying this boy, tomorrow this other one is my “boyfriend-possessive marker” bringing 
them to the house – this will be difficult for me”.  
Just as it is a combination of linguistic and non-linguistic behaviors that comprise the 
ideal image of Uzbek citizenship, it is also a combination of linguistic and non-linguistic 
behaviors that make up this image of the “failed Uzbek,” so to speak. While the maintenance of 
the Uzbek language was listed as one of the behaviors associated with ideal images of 
Uzbekness, in this second part of the letter the loss of Uzbek is not invoked as part of these 
images of moral failure. Rather, it is language use in relation to deviation from gendered moral 
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Uzbek norms that concerns Akram – specifically his granddaughter’s reference to different boys 
as her “boyfriend.” The word “boyfriend” is the only place within the entire text that Akram 
switches to English, and is likely a switch to maintain faithfulness to the original concept 
conveyed by “boyfriend” in English (Bhatt & Bolonyai 2011). This switch is not meant, 
however, to highlight Akram’s concerns about his grandchildren becoming fluent in English, but 
rather to underscore the ways in which being embedded within an English speaking, American, 
non-Uzbek life may lead women in his family to act in ways that contradict Uzbek notions of 
gendered modesty and shame. These notions of modesty and shame, referred to as ibo hayo 
constitute a class of traditional behaviors related to dress, speech and relationships with men (see 
Liu 2012 for a discussion of similar types of Uzbek morality expressed through bodily 
comportment). The notion of having multiple boyfriends contradicts the moral norms associated 
with ibo hayo, while the use of the English word “boyfriend” marks this behavior as a 
consequence of a destabilized morality, which itself is a consequence of being absent from the 
time and space of Uzbekistan. Akram’s discourses here are reminiscent of what scholars have 
noted about imaginations of life abroad as “immoral” (e.g. Dick 2010).  
Although Akram worries about the morally destabilizing potential of life in the U.S. for 
his grandchildren, these anxieties are future-oriented (c.f. Karimzad 2016) and he frames current 
participation in the community organization as an antidote to these future negative possibilities, 
i.e. as a means of both claiming and maintaining moral stability. He writes an imagined call and 
response, asking what is to be done given the possibility of a future moral demise of the children 
of the community. He responds that it is necessary to take a variety of steps to make sure that the 
community remains strong so that the children will be surrounded by others who are like them, 
ending with the conclusion that this regional organization needs to have its their own cultural 
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center. The moral norms (language, culture, religion, modesty) associated with the ideal image of 
Uzbek citizenship are thus linked to the future imagined cultural center. These various 
connections between morality, identity and the cultural center result in this call for greater 
participation in the community, as a means of claiming not only stability in the current moment, 
but also a future moral stability for Uzbek Americans.  
 While the main concern for Akram is around the preservation of gendered moral norms 
rather than the maintenance of heritage languages, this example also illustrates the ways in which 
migrants may view particular languages from their multilingual repertoires as embedded in 
contrasting images of citizenship. Similar to what was noted in excerpt 1, the Uzbek language is 
embedded in the post-independence image of Uzbek citizenship (the group Akram describes as 
the “first type”) while the Russian language is associated with the Soviet image of citizenship, 
which in this case is derided as an anachronistic and non-legitimate view of citizenship, in ways 
that emphasize the conflicting nature of these two images and two languages. Russian is linked 
metapragmatically and through language use to the image of Soviet times, i.e. through the use of 
Russian for the words “atheist” and “communist.” Interestingly, Russian is also used for the 
word “Christian” in describing the less emphasized, third type of Uzbek Americans who are said 
to be Christians who generally live in California. This may be because within an Uzbek context, 
Russian is not only indexical of Soviet chronotopes, but also more generally of easily 
recognizable “non-Uzbekness” or “foreignness.” I want to suggest, that this usage of Russian to 
describe both “Soviet Uzbeks” and “California, Christian Uzbeks” points to the ways in which 
Russian may be less categorically bounded within images of Soviet citizenship in comparison to 
the boundedness of the Uzbek language within post-independence images of citizenship. 
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5.3.3. Hopefully she learns Uzbek 
The following excerpt, is taken from a conversation with a woman I refer to as Safogul, who 
spoke to me about her desire for her daughter to participate in the community events hosted by 
the regional organization of which Akram is the leader. Similar to what was noted in Akram’s 
open letter, in this excerpt from Safogul we can observe how she prioritizes images of Uzbek 
citizenship associated with linguistic competency, and traditional, gendered moral norms. 
However, she differs from Akram in that she claims a moral superiority for herself in comparison 
to those who remained in Uzbekistan. Safogul was 28 and had been in the United States for four 
years at the time of recording. Her daughter, about who she speaks extensively in this excerpt, 
was four years old and was present during the recording. Safogul was at home with her daughter 
at the time of our meeting. We had been friends for a year or so previous to this conversation and 
I met with her in her home very soon after she had relocated to a new city in which there was a 
larger number of Uzbeks. I asked how she felt about living closer to an Uzbek community 
organization, which lead to the following conversation. Although Safogul and I both speak 
Russian, Uzbek and English she preferred to speak in English. 
Excerpt 3: 
1. Lydia: For you like what do you feel like is the value that you get from from that kind of 
connection? 
2. Safogul: Okay from that kind of connection I feel like the my primary purpose of 
meeting Uzbek community is for my daughter because I really want her to be involved 
like to see who are the real Uzbek people and I want her to socialize with Uzbek kids a 
lot. And hopefully she will learn Uzbek. 
3. Lydia: yea 
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4. Safogul: Because you know she doesn’t speak Uzbek. So I think that that’s the priority 
for me.  
5. Lydia: ehm ehm ehm ((daughter interrupts)) and what about what about um that is 
important. Like for her to speak Uzbek like what is yea 
6. Safogul: Uh like to see um to see our mentality to see ((daughter interrupts)) to see uh to 
see to be familiar with our traditions, to get familiarize her with our traditions, 
with our people and everything, to see that atmosphere so that when she knows her 
identity in the future. I wanna make sure she knows that she’s Uzbek. Like yea she was 
↑born here and right now she speaks only ↑English, but I want her to know that. And I 
think it’s a great chance for us. Because since I mean you know in X there 
were no Uzbek families 
7. Lydia: Right 
8. Safogul: But here I know there are ↑plenty of them so that’s why we really want her to be 
there=  
9. Lydia: =To have that chance… Like what does it mean for her to know that she’s Uzbek 
or to be? ((daughter interrupts)) 
10. Safogul: That’s interesting question because um for me it just comes naturally but I feel 
like…for me it just comes naturally because I was born in Uzbekistan I was raised in that 
Uzbek family, but for her it’s different. And I really want her to- we we have some sort 
of traditions and the manners like how you act and uh you have to be like um even like 
dressing culture like how you dress up or anything like this. And also like y’know these 
kind of things eh it just the manners how you talk right?  
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11. Lydia: Can you give me any examples of like how you talk? Or like how you dress? 
That- not you specifically, but yea in general that= 
12. Safogul: =Like in terms of dressing it should be modest, right um 
13. Lydia: uh huh 
14. Safogul: I know even like in Uzbekistan it’s changing right now, but still like I was 
raised like that. And then when it comes to your manners you have to be 
more polite respectful right uh even when you sit you cannot simply just put your legs on 
your table. It’s not acceptable in my culture. Or when even when you (.) like if you have 
guests right how you welcome them. The hosp-hosp- like being the hosp hospitable right 
being hospitable.  
15. Lydia: uh huh ((laughter)) 
16. Safogul: Just ↑minor things. Even in communication how you respect. When you talk to 
adults it’s one thing, right? If you know that the person is older than you have to respect 
him you have to talk to him in a different way. With friend’s it’s different you can play 
with them and everything. So um you know we have this. Uh you’ve been to 
Uzbekistan=  
17. Lydia: =yea yea yea =  
18. Safogul =so you know how it goes. And I think here. I dunno I don’t wanna say anything 
about like Americans Americans they don’t do this or not. But um it’s ↑just a part of our 
cul↑ture and maybe it coincides with American culture but I wanna make sure that she 
sees it from if there’s a if there’s an opportunity to show us like Uzbek families. Like 
more Uzbek families and to to show it to her than it would be great. 
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Safogul begins by noting that she wants to participate in the community events because she 
hopes that her daughter will learn Uzbek. She refers to this as “the priority for me” (line 4). 
When I ask her why she wants her daughter to learn Uzbek, Safogul links the knowledge of 
Uzbek to an Uzbek mentality, tradition, people and identity (line 6) emphasizing the plural 
possessive “our” to underscore the collective nature of this identity. The moral norms attached to 
this image of citizenship become more clear in Safogul’s response to my request for examples of 
the types of behaviors that would relate to Uzbekness. Safogul highlights dressing modestly (line 
13), sitting correctly, being hospitable to guests (line 14), and speaking respectfully to elders 
(line 16) as key. While speaking respectfully to elders might apply to both men and women, the 
other behaviors Safogul outlines are very gendered. The rules about sitting and dress pertain to 
notions of feminine modesty, and hospitality as an aspect of Uzbek culture is dominated by the 
work of women. Again, similar to what was noted in observations of Akram’s discourses, 
Safogul’s commentary on images of Uzbek citizenship begin with a reference to Uzbek 
language, but as the conversation progresses becomes more and more focused on the importance 
of conforming to gendered moral norms. These gendered norms are discursively constructed as 
uniquely Uzbek through comments such as “in my culture” (line 14) or the use of the first person 
plural pronoun we as in “we have some sort of traditions and the manners” (line 10).  
 Safogul’s daughter’s ability to comply with the linguistic behavior associated with this 
image of citizenship is tenuous, given her lack of competency in Uzbek. Safogul’s comments, 
“Because you know she doesn’t speak Uzbek” (line 2) and “Like yea she was ↑born here and 
right now she speaks only ↑English” (line 6) link together a lack of proficiency, a lack of 
compliance with behaviors associated with Uzbekness, and the time and place of their life in 
America. This again points to the ways in which life abroad can lead to a destabilized position 
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vis-à-vis images of ideal citizenship. One way in which Safogul claims moral stability in this 
destabilized position is by noting her intent to engage in the regional Uzbek American 
organization (line 2 and 18). She notes that she hopes her daughter will learn Uzbek through 
socializing with others at these events (line 2). She also notes that while the moral behaviors she 
hopes her daughter will acquire could also be learned from Americans, she wants her daughter to 
see this behavior among Uzbeks specifically, and this is what motivates her to participate in the 
community organization (line 18). Thus, it is not only about behaviors per se, but the images of 
citizenship to which these behaviors are linked. By emphasizing her desire for her daughter to 
engage in the Uzbek American organization, specifically, Safogul frames the community 
organization as a space and time, that while apart from Uzbekistan, can function as a stand-in. 
Thus engagement in this stand-in chronotope is one way in which Safogul continues to claim 
belonging relative to Uzbekistan and Uzbekness.  
 The second way in which she claims moral stability is by implying that she is actually 
morally superior and more Uzbek than the Uzbek women who did not leave Uzbekistan. She 
does this by contrasting a traditional image of gendered Uzbek citizenship with a more modern 
image of citizenship as it relates to gender. In describing the difference between herself and her 
daughter she notes that she herself never had to think about these issues given that she was “born 
in Uzbekistan” and “raised in an Uzbek family” (line 10). She notes that her spatiotemporal 
location in the past, in Uzbekistan led her to adopt these norms of Uzbek morality and Uzbek 
citizenship. She contrasts this, not only with her daughter’s experience, but also with the moral 
norms that are currently being followed by women in Uzbekistan. She notes for instance, that “In 
terms of dressing it should be modest…I know even like in Uzbekistan it’s changing right now, 
but still like I was raised like that” (line 10). The contrast between the past tense in “I was raised 
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like that” vs. the present progressive in “in Uzbekistan it’s changing right now” indicates how 
temporal differences in Uzbekistan correspond with different norms for behavior and different 
images of gendered personhood. Safogul not only aligns with the notion of dressing modestly, 
but also links this behavior to the idealized image of Uzbek citizenship, thereby denigrating 
contemporary practice among women in Uzbekistan.  
This strategy of Uzbek migrant women claiming belonging by linking the traditional 
image of citizenship to norms in Uzbekistan that obtained when they were there, and contrasting 
this with the norms that have developed since they left was found more broadly across my data. 
There were frequent references to “Uzbek girls these days” in a way that underscored the 
differences between Uzbek women who had left Uzbekistan and those who had stayed in 
Uzbekistan as mirroring differences between traditional ideals of Uzbekness and modern 
frivolousness. This modern frivolousness was variously associated with both immodesty and 
materialistic behavior.  
This attitude comes through particularly clearly in an interview I conducted with another 
woman I refer to as Hilola. She stated that her daughter was amerikalik lekin haqiqiy o’zbek 
‘American, but a true Uzbek’ before noting the ways in which her daughter dresses modestly and 
less fancy than girls in Tashkent, the capital city of Uzbekistan. She also claimed that the 
priorities of girls in Uzbekistan have changed, and now yosh qizlar albatta boyvaccha yigitlarga 
turmushga chiqishni hohlyadi ‘young girls of course want to marry a rich boy’. She went on to 
list the specifics – that girls want a boy who drives a Mercedes, who makes a lot of money and 
has an iPhone. When asked about whether or not this was previously the case she responded 
Bizar o’sgan paytimizda Toshkentda bunaqa bo’lmas edi. Bilasizmi hech qachon. Bizar shu 
amerikaga kelib bildik-ki haqiqatdan eng haqiqiy eng muhim narsa odam uchun bu oila. ‘When 
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we were growing up Tashkent was not like this. Do you know – never. For us, we came to this 
America and knew that truly, the most true, most important thing for a person is family’. In this 
statement Hilola positions those who have left Uzbekistan as more representative of earlier 
“traditional” values than those who have stayed and become more materialistic, and arguably 
“less Uzbek.” These moves to claim a moral superiority in comparison to women who stayed 
behind in Uzbekistan, invert the more often observed discourses about the tenuous morality of 
migrant women because of their remove from the homeland (c.f. Hoffmann & Buckley 2012; 
Dick 2010). Note also that that this “traditional” image actually erases the difference between 
Soviet and post-Soviet times. This is because the “earlier times” during which these women were 
raised, and that they invoke to discuss “traditional” values, took place, at least in part, before the 
fall of the Soviet Union. At the same time, the gendered behaviors associated with these 
traditional images, such as dressing modestly and speaking respectfully, are linked to 
contemporary discourses of what constitutes Uzbekness in the post-independence era.  
5.3.4. He needs to speak the language of his ethnicity  
In this final excerpt, I explore how post-Soviet images of Uzbek citizenship are invoked to 
explain why a mother wants her son to learn Russian, and how contrasts are constructed between 
different sets of moral norms to explain why she does not want to participate in Uzbek 
community organizations. This excerpt comes from a semi-structured interview with a woman I 
refer to as Lola. Lola lived in a different geographic area than Safogul; however, there was 
another Uzbek community organization in her area. I was introduced to Lola virtually by a 
mutual friend, and met her to conduct a semi-structured interview in her office where she works 
as an office manager. Lola was 38 years old and had been in the U.S. for 10 years at the time of 
our conversation. She speaks Uzbek, Russian and English, however, we talked with one another 
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primarily in English. In this excerpt, she is responding to my question about which languages she 
decided to teach her son, who was 12 years old at the time, and why. 
Excerpt 4 
1. Lola: U:m. He maintains some Russian.  
2. Lydia: Ehm. Do you speak Russian at home or? 
3. Lola: We speak mostly Russian.  
4. Lydia: uh huh 
5. Lola: Um. Even though we are ethnically Uzbeks. Um. It’s just the whole family starting 
from my grandparents they all went to Russian y’know ↑school, Russian um y’know 
uni↑versities and and uh my parents my uncles aunts, y’know all of them 
6. Lydia: everybody ((laughter)) 
7. Lola: Everybody so (.) someone just recently said and that was the the um one of the 
expats who used to live in Uzbekistan said that his understanding was that more educated 
families spoke mostly ↑Russian. I’m not sure how much of that is ↑true, but it could be. 
But um I grew up in -- which is a rural area ((laughter)) u:h and uh so, but we, I don’t 
know the whole family spoke Russian. I thought it’s normal at that point 
8. Lydia: ((laughter)) 
9. Lola: Because I went to Russian school, I went to Russian daycare, y’know Um and uh 
my uh the language we speak, the Uzbek dialect that we speak is a little different from 
the dialect that’s spoken in um in Z and when we moved to Z um (.) it was it was difficult 
to adjust um to to that new dialect and um I was more comfortable speaking 
Russian. And that’s why we um that’s why the whole family speaks Russian and that’s 
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why Jasurbek my son also y’know is his second language is Russian. But he grew up and 
he learned reading and writing in English…  
10. Lydia: (I ask her what was the thought was behind teaching her son Russian) 
11. Lola: Well we have uh family members who don’t speak English and I really wanted him 
to be able to communicate with ↑them. U:m. Well I think learning a language is just 
at least beneficial in developing cognitive ↑skills, I mean I think it it it’s beneficial uh 
that way. U:m. I ↑also (.) well I believe - y’know and and that will contradict the the fact 
that he doesn’t know Uzbek, but I also think that u:h he needs to speak the language of 
his ethnicity, of his origins, I think its y’know its important.  
In response to my question about what language she decided to teach her son, Lola notes that he 
“maintains some Russian” (line 1). She then goes on to explain why they have maintained 
Russian by constructing and orienting to a Soviet image of Uzbek citizenship, similar to the 
image constructed by Munisa in excerpt 1. The difference is the personhood aspect of the Soviet 
chronotope. In excerpt 1, Munisa invoked a Soviet time and place in relation to ethnic minorities, 
while in this case, Lola invokes a Soviet time and place in relation to the ideal of the “educated 
Soviet Uzbek” or the “educated Soviet Uzbek family.” In her comment “It’s just the whole 
family starting from my grandparents they also went to Russian y’know ↑school, Russian um 
y’know uni↑versities and an uh my parents my uncles, aunts” (line 5) she invokes the time in 
which her grandparents and parents’ generation were in school – which would have likely been 
during the early and mid Soviet era. She notes in particular that these were Russian schools and 
universities, while her rising tone on the words “school” and “university” emphasize the 
educational aspect of her family’s engagement with the Russian language. Note that within the 
Uzbek educational system parents can choose schools based on the language of instruction, and 
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that these schools may also differ in their educational philosophies and focuses (Fierman 2006). 
Based on my personal conversations and observations, in contemporary Uzbekistan there is a 
sentiment shared by some – at least in private conversations – that education during Soviet times 
was better, and that Russian language schools still provide better education than Uzbek language 
schools. Lola alludes to this in her comment that someone said that “more educated families 
spoke mostly Russian” (line 7) and her alignment with this comment when she says “it could be 
[true]” (line 7).  
“Being educated” can also be understood, not only as an issue of knowledge, but also as a 
moral quality linked to images of citizenship and belonging. Based on observations across my 
data, describing someone as educated implies a social type characterized by hard work and 
intelligence, as well as civilized and polite behavior. Furthermore “educated” as a term is often 
used to describe a family rather than an individual. Again, an excerpt from Hilola nicely conveys 
the moral and familial dimensions of invoking the notion of education in relationship to family. 
When I asked Hilola about her dressing practices and about whether or not she had changed her 
way of dressing since she came to the United States, she started by explaining how educated her 
family was. She said, Bilasizmi man umuman ziyoli oilada tug’ilganman. Mening otam professor 
bo’lgan …mening onam professor. O’qimishli oila. ‘You know I was born into an intellectual 
Uzbek family. My father was a professor …my mother is a professor. An educated family.’ She 
then cited this as the reason she neither wore traditional Uzbek clothing, nor open, immodest, 
modern clothing. She goes on to note that the most important things in her family were ota-
onaning gapiga quloq solish, o’qish yaxshi bitirish maktabni, universitetga kirish, universitetni 
yaxshi bitirish, um yaxshi turmushga chiqish, bu bizarni prioritetimiz bo’lgan ‘To listen to 
parents, to study well and graduate school, to enter university, to graduate university well, um to 
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enter a good marriage, these were our priorities.’ What stands out in this excerpt, and is mirrored 
in Lola’s comments, is the ways in which the image of the educated Uzbek is framed as distinct 
from, but also overlapping with “traditional” images of Uzbek citizenship. She shows respect to 
her parents by highlighting their high levels of education, and she lists a number of gendered 
behaviors such as dressing modestly, and achieving a good marriage. In so doing she mixes 
together some of the most important aspects of the “traditional” Uzbek script with the notion of 
“being educated.”  
Similarly, Lola’s invocation of familial education and family history allows her to frame 
her decision to have her son maintain Russian rather than Uzbek, as both part of a Soviet image 
of citizenship and as a part of her compliance with the still important gendered, moral norms of 
showing respect to family and elders. This is emphasized by her comments in line 11 that she 
wants her son to learn Russian because “we have uh family members who don’t speak English 
and I really wanted him to be able to communicate with them” and because “he needs to speak 
the language of his ethnicity, of his origins.” By having her son maintain Russian, she facilitates 
his connection to his family, both metaphorically and instrumentally. In other words, his ability 
to speak Russian allows him to speak with his family members and to “speak the language of his 
origins,” that is, to speak in a way that is in line with his lineage in a family of educated, Russian 
speaking people who are seen as ideal Uzbeks types within Soviet images of citizenship.  
Lola, like Munisa from excerpt 1, claims the legitimacy of Soviet images of Uzbekness as 
a moral and national justification for her sociolinguistic choices and perspectives. However, in 
both cases the reality that Soviet images of Uzbek citizenship are less powerful than post-
independence images shapes their discourses. Here we can observe how Lola makes her claims 
with less epistemological certainty because of the relatively less powerful position of the image 
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of citizenship she is claiming. For example, she articulates her claim about Russian language 
being linked to being educated through the voice of a third party. She notes in line 5 that, 
“Someone just recently said ...that his understanding was that more educated families spoke 
mostly Russian.” By attributing this comment to the voice of another she distances herself from 
directly prioritizing Russian over Uzbek and only tentatively aligns with this claim through her 
comment that “I’m not sure how much of that is true, but it could be” (line 5). Additionally, 
when she claims that she wants her son to maintain Russian because “he needs to speak the 
language of his ethnicity, of his origins” (line 11), she hedges this claim by commenting that 
“that will contradict the the fact that he doesn’t know Uzbek” (line 11), implicitly 
acknowledging the importance of seeing Uzbek as the language of one’s ethnicity and origins 
within the post-independence image of Uzbek citizenship.  
This last comment that Lola makes, where she claims Russian is the language of her 
son’s ethnicity and origins, while also making allowances for the fact that Uzbek could be 
considered the  language of his ethnicity and origin has implications for thinking about the 
ideological nature of language hybridity vs. discreteness in relationship to images of citizenship. 
More specifically, this comment denaturalizes the link between one language and one nation-
state, as well as the idea of languages as embedded in discrete and categorical images of 
citizenship. If we compare Lola’s comments with the comments made by the leader of the 
regional Uzbek community organization, this becomes clearer. Akram contrasts Uzbek and 
Russian in his letter by putting Soviet and post-independence images of Uzbekness into contrast 
with one another. In this way his discourse sustains ideologies of language discreteness. On the 
other hand, Lola’s allowance for the fact that both Uzbek and Russian could be considered 
languages of her and her son’s ethnicity and origin blurs the line between images of citizenship 
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and the social domains of each of these languages. This is not to say that Lola views these 
languages as entirely hybrid. The fact that she refers to them as “Russian” and “Uzbek” and 
contrasts her son’s knowledge of Russian with his lack of knowledge of Uzbek, indicates that she 
does still think of these languages as separate categories to some extent. However, what I am 
attempting to demonstrate in this comparative discussion of migration discourses related to 
images of Uzbek citizenship, is that there are contexts in which this discreteness is emphasized 
through the allocation of different languages to different social domains, and other contexts in 
which this type of embedded discreteness may be called into question, as demonstrated by Lola’s 
comments.   
Another way in which Lola differs from the speakers whose discourses were analyzed in 
the earlier part of this chapter, is that she chooses not to participate in the regional Uzbek 
American organizations. When I first asked her if she participated in community events she 
noted that she was not very involved, but was not sure why. Then, right before excerpt 4 she 
noted that in some ways she was happy to leave Uzbekistan and be in the U.S., because there 
was much less gossip and more respect for privacy. I asked her if this was one of the reasons she 
did not want to participate in the community organization and she responded affirmatively with 
the following comments about the Uzbek American community.  
Excerpt 5:  
“Yea people are - a lot of people are interested in materialistic aspects y’know 
...where you work, what you earn, what you have, what you own. You know it’s 
like eh there’s a little bit of that I can’t say that’s the only reason I’m not um 
related to that but at the same time um there is a little bit of that that um that um I 
guess um prevents me from… being a part of that community”.  
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What emerges, both from this excerpt and from Lola’s earlier comments, is that there is 
another image of citizenship, and corresponding set of moral norms at work here. While 
Akram and Safogul draw from post-independence and traditional images to justify 
support for the Uzbek American organization, Lola disaligns from these communities 
abroad because she aligns with an American image of citizenship that emphasizes 
individuality and moral norms associated with privacy. When she discusses the behaviors 
she sees at the Uzbek community organization she highlights what she sees as 
undesirable, such as the materialistic focus of community members, their interest in 
monetary issues “where you work, what you earn, what you have, what you own”, all of 
which stands in contrast to her own interests and to her unwillingness to discuss those 
aspects of her life. This in turn leads to her lack of desire to be a part of the community. 
American images of citizenship, the way in which they are discursively constructed, and 
how they come into conflict with various Uzbek images of citizenship will be discussed 
in greater detail in Chapter 6.  
5.4. Discussion 
In this chapter I have provided a number of examples highlighting how different images of 
Uzbek citizenship associated with different temporal imaginations of the nation are brought 
along into the lives of migrants living abroad. Uzbek migrants in the U.S. use these images to 
construct their belonging relative to Uzbekistan and relative to Uzbek immigrant communities in 
the United States. I have shown that migrant experiences of their national identities are not only 
polycentric because of their position between the country of origin and country of residence, but 
also because of the multiple images of citizenship they may orient to with respect to just the 
homeland. While these excerpts illustrate different types of instability relative to issues of 
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belonging and morality, in all of these cases, I show how images of citizenship are central to 
speakers’ discursive construction of their stability. That is, while Farida’s instability is a result of 
her ambiguous ethnicity, Akram’s a consequence of his grandchildren’s imagined future, 
Safogul’s a result of her daughter’s lack of linguistic competency in Uzbek, and Lola’s a result 
of her greater familiarity with Russian rather than Uzbek, all of these participants bring along 
images of moral citizenship from Uzbekistan to justify their positionings and decisions.  
 The issues discussed in this chapter also address the second research question \ related to 
language ideologies in bilingual contexts. In constructing and orienting to these different images 
of citizenship, speakers not only claim belonging and morality, but they also organize their 
bilingual repertoires according to different time-space configurations. Russian is frequently 
associated with Soviet images of Uzbekness, while Uzbek is associated with both post-
independence and “traditional” types of Uzbekness. In those cases where separate languages are 
embedded in what are discursively presented as contrasting images, or where separate languages 
are used to show the ways in which two images are opposed to one another, then we must accept 
that these languages, in this context, are at least in some sense ideologically discrete. However, I 
have also, in my discussion of both Akram’s open letter and Lola’s excerpt, shown that there 
may be other cases in which the boundary around an image of citizenship and the language 
embedded within that image may be denaturalized. For instance, I have shown how Russian can 
be variously associated with both non-Uzbekness and Uzbekness, sometimes alongside Uzbek.  
I want to note that I am not suggesting that the ideologies surrounding Russian are 
somehow more accurate or fairer since they are more flexible. Jaspers (2018) has noted the 
danger of assuming that spaces that facilitate hybrid linguistic practices or ideologies are 
necessarily more moral or less hegemonic than spaces, which emphasize discreteness and 
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monolingualism. He argues that the facilitation of this type of linguistic hybridity could also 
“cause a decrease in well-being” in cases where anxieties around maintaining and presenting 
particular identity categories are particularly salient for multilingual speakers (see also: 
Charalambous, Charalambous & Zembylas 2016). Thus, it may be the case in my data that 
Uzbek is more consistently embedded in images of citizenship in ways that seem more bounded 
and that sustain an imagination of Uzbek as a discrete language, because the presentation and 
preservation of an Uzbek identity is particularly salient for speakers given the difficulty of 
maintaining heritage languages in the U.S. or the recent independence from the Soviet Union. 
Similarly, the apparent flexibility of Russian, or the ways in which Russian is implicated in more 
hybrid imaginations of language and nationalism, is not because of any inherent moral quality of 
the Russian language or of Soviet images of citizenship, but is rather a product of history and 
contextual situatedness. As a whole, images of citizenship are never solely liberatory nor 
oppressive, but rather, as speakers construct and orient to these images, they engage both in 
agentive acts of self-justification and claims of belonging, while also reinforcing the hegemonic 
nature of national ideologies. These issues and the consequences of these findings for notions of 
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In chapter 5 I demonstrated how speakers construct and invoke images of citizenship in order to 
claim belonging from afar. I showed how linguistic competence and other behavioral norms are 
embedded in these images and play a role in speakers’ claims of authentic Uzbekness. In this 
chapter, I take these norms, as my starting point, demonstrating how speakers reconcile conflicts 
between different moral scripts by attributing them and their corresponding images of 
citizenship, to different scopes of generalizability. In other words, while chapter 5 emphasized 
the mobility of Uzbek images of citizenship, showing how they operate as a type of “mobile 
context” (Blommaert 2017) that can govern behavior in the life abroad and shape identity from 
afar, this chapter demonstrates how speakers may use discourse to “immobilize” their Uzbek 
images of citizenship, or norms associated with these images of citizenship. That is, speakers 
scale these norms, presenting them as limited to particular times or spaces, in order to justify 
their own compliance with the conflicting American norms of citizenship. The moralized 
behavioral scripts I examine in this chapter relate to what is perceived of as “traditional,” Uzbek 
norms for women’s speech, on the one hand, which come into conflict with American images of 
ideal neoliberal and democratic citizenship and its associated ways of speaking, on the other 
hand.  
In section 6.2 I give an overview of these polycentric moral norms related to gendered 
speech, and the ways in which this polycentricity impacts theories of cross-cultural 
communication and bilingualism. In section 6.3 I present analyses of five excerpts, and 
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demonstrate how Uzbek migrant women manage this polycentricity and bring coherence and 
justification to their personal narratives through the aforementioned practices of discursive 
scaling. In excerpts 6 and 7, two women share stories about how they changed their way of 
speaking when they came to the U.S., while in excerpt 8 two friends share how they cannot 
change their way of speaking when they return to Uzbekistan. I highlight the discursive practices 
that these women use in order to scale “traditional” moral scripts as limited to the time and place 
of Uzbekistan, while scaling those norms associated with American images of citizenship as 
relatively more generalizable and less limited. In my analysis of the excerpts 9 and 10 I show 
how these scaling processes are selective, and how certain aspects of an image of citizenship, or 
certain behaviors in a moralized behavioral script may be scaled as relatively more limited, while 
other aspects are scaled as relatively more generalizable. I discuss this phenomenon in relation to 
questions of linguistic hybridity. In section 6.4 I focus on the ways in which practices of 
discursive scaling enable agency and resistance, while simultaneously reinforcing dominant 
ideologies – especially those related to neoliberalism and American images of citizenship. The 
discussion in 6.4 also addresses how my participation in the conversations under analysis 
contributes to interactional patterns.  
6.2. Moralized behavioral scripts  
Blommaert (2018) proposes the notion of “moralized behavioral scripts” to refer to sets of norms 
for behavior with a moral force behind them, which are comprised of a variety of indexical 
elements (see also Billings 2013). These scripts are used to evaluate others and thus function as a 
type of governmentality over people in certain spaces and times (Foucault 1991). In describing 
certain aspects of the “traditional” image of Uzbek citizenship in chapter 5, I referred to the 
notion of ibo hayo, a type of modesty or shame, which constitutes a set of normative behaviors 
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for women related to dress, speech and relationships with men. Ibo hayo then can be understood 
as one of the moralized behavioral scripts to which Uzbek migrant women may orient, and more 
specifically, as one of the behavioral scripts associated with and constitutive of “traditional” 
images of Uzbekness. In chapter 5, I referred to this notion to explain why Akram found the idea 
of his granddaughter referring to different boys as “boyfriend” so problematic. In this chapter, I 
focus on those aspects of ibo hayo related to speech. Communicative ibo hayo is an idealized 
soft quality of Uzbek women’s behavior in general, and their speech in particular.  
This softness is meant to highlight their deference and humility and is seen as especially 
important in conversations with elders. 11 When my participants spoke about their hope that their 
children would maintain Uzbekness in the U.S., they mentioned speaking respectfully to elders 
as one of the key behaviors they wanted their children to keep. Recall Safogul’s comment from 
chapter 5 when in response to my question about what it meant for her daughter to “remember 
that she was Uzbek,” she pointed out the importance of speaking respectfully to those who are 
older than you, saying, “Even in communication how you respect…if you know that the person 
is older than you have to respect him you have to talk to him in a different way.” Ibo hayo is also 
expressed through speech that demonstrates one’s humility and modesty with respect to personal 
goals, ambitions and achievements. Thus, it can also be expressed through the genre of fate talk - 
culturally specific references to predestination by God, as manifest through the use of phrases 
such as taqdir ‘fate’ and peshonasiga yozilgan ‘written on the forehead’.12 Fate talk allows 
women to speak about their successes in a way that maintains their humility relative to God and 
other women, by attributing their accomplishments to fate, rather than to their own personal 
abilities or efforts. It is also often invoked when women speak about their romantic and marital 
                                                
11 Some of these ways of speaking deferentially (i.e. speaking respectfully to elders) would apply to men as well; 
however, the notion of ibo hayo is specific to women.  
12 This refers to the notion that whatever God has written on your forehead is your fate and will happen.  
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relationships, as a way of showing deference to the larger factors involved in arranging one’s 
marriage – e.g. one’s elders, God, one’s future husband. For instance, a woman I spoke with 
noted that among her friends fate talk came up most frequently in relation to norozi kelinlar…eri 
bilan munosabati yaxshi emas…yoki turmush buzilgan qizlar ‘unwilling brides …those who 
have bad relationships with their husbands …or girls whose marriages are broken’. In these 
ways, then, fate talk functions as a means of expressing deference.  
The second moralized behavioral script relevant to this chapter is linked to the image of 
American citizenship. As noted in chapter 3, this image of citizenship is associated with the 
ideologies that have become attached to capitalist markets and western, democratic political 
system. Recall that this means that one should speak in a way that discursively represents the self 
as an, ‘autonomous, responsible individual’ (Inoue 2007: 85) and not speak in ways that seem to 
show an overdependence on the state or others. Additionally, this behavioral script requires 
“honest, open, direct, co-operative and egalitarian” methods of communication (Cameron 2005: 
32), which not only prioritize freedom of expression, but also requires individuals to express 
their opinions (Cameron 2005; Carbaugh 1988). This script may also share some features with 
what Keane (2007) describes in terms of a “moral narrative of modernity” – where progress is 
associated with individual freedom.   
While the moral scripts associated with ibo hayo and those associated with neoliberalism 
and democracy are not always in conflict, these two ideologies and their consequences for 
speech, may at some points clash. In Fader’s (2009) study of Hassidic women in Brooklyn, she 
claims that rather than rejecting moralities of “modernity” or “religion”, these women construct 
alternative moralities by blurring the line between the religious and the secular. Similarly, in this 
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study I want to investigate how Uzbek women collapse or differentiate these multiple moral 
systems in their discourses and linguistic practices.  
To analyze the ways in which Uzbek migrant women bring coherence and justifiability to 
their decisions amidst these clashes, I employ the notion of discursive scaling. Recall from 
chapter 2 that by discursive scaling, I am referring to the linguistic practices through which 
speakers designate particular scopes of applicability or generalizability for moralized behavioral 
scripts. Designating these scopes of applicability, involves temporally and spatially situating 
particular norms and presenting them as relatively limited or boundless in relation to one 
another. This can be accomplished through linguistic choices related to calibration, the 
invocation of particular times and places, and language choice, for instance (c.f. Carr & Lempert 
2016). In examining the conflicts between the polycentric moral scripts to which Uzbek migrant 
women must orient, then, I demonstrate how processes of discursive scaling work to recalibrate 
and reinforce their discursive transnational imaginaries, positioning these women as moral and 
stable transnational and national subjects.  
I also argue that a theoretical account of these conflicts between moralized behavioral 
scripts can inform understandings of “cross-cultural” communication. Within an 
ethnographically grounded view of linguistic competence (Hymes 1972), it is not only the 
acquisition of a grammatical of a system, but also a knowledge of how to speak appropriately in 
different contexts that is relevant for becoming bilingual. Thus, for migrants moving to the 
United States, their concerns about language acquisition are not limited to the acquisition of 
English, but also include learning how to speak in a way that is consistent with American 
cultural norms. I claim that these American cultural norms are actually moralized behavioral 
scripts tied to American images of citizenship, and therefore, acquiescence or resistance to these 
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norms have implications for migrant belonging relative to the country of residence. Thus, just as 
Connor-Linton (1995) has argued that cross-cultural miscommunication can sometimes be an 
intentional result of differing identities, worldviews and participants’ attempts to negotiate 
power, here I show that cross-cultural communication is not only about being understood in a 
new context, but also about the claims one is making in regards to identity and belonging.  
Finally, the ways in which my participants use discursive scaling practices to bring 
coherence to the conflicts between multiple moralized behavioral scripts, illustrates how cross-
cultural conflicts do not necessitate the prototypical interaction between two speakers from two 
distinct cultural contexts (c.f. Scollon & Scollon 2000), but can also take place in interactions 
between people of the “same culture”, or even within one speaking subject, as they navigate the 
multiple, moral demands on their subjectivity. This points to the fact that these cultural conflicts 
cannot be entirely resolved through pedagogical interventions aimed at teaching students new 
cultural norms (Mugford 2011), but must be understood as part of migrants’ larger cultural and 
sociopolitical navigation of identity in relation to their bilingual competencies and polycentric 
loyalties.  
6.3. Analysis  
6.3.1. But in America you have to stand up for yourself  
In my analysis of these first few excerpts, I demonstrate how various linguistic resources are 
used for the purposes of discursive scaling, or of attributing different levels of applicability to 
Uzbek and American moralized behavioral scripts. In this analysis I specifically point to the 
ways in which this discursive scaling has consequences for morality and for belonging, but 
differs from the processes observed in chapter 5, in that they are more about limiting, rather than 
mobilizing images of Uzbekness and their associated moral norms. Excerpt 6 comes from my 
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conversation with a woman I refer to as Umida. She was 28 years old at the time of recording 
and had lived in the U.S. for three years. She had come as a student and was continuing to work 
on her degree at the time of our meeting. We met at a restaurant and during our conversation we 
switched between English and Uzbek frequently. The following excerpt came from our 
conversation about Umida’s migration experiences. She had been musing on her frustrations 
with American misperceptions of Uzbekistan, when she turned her focus to qualities she believed 
to be more representative of “Uzbekness.” This led into an explicit discussion of ibo hayo and 
the ways in which she had to adjust her way of speaking to become “more confident” after she 
came to the United States.  
Excerpt 6:  
1. Umida: I want them uh know ↑too we have 
our ↑own culture we are Uzbek 
2. Lydia: ehm 
3. Umida: like (.) um (.) o’zimizi uh nima 
deydi (.) uh o’zbe:kchiligimiz bor o’zbe:k  
4. Lydia: =hmm= 
5. Umida: =halqini uh nima deydi (.) >Man 
birinchi kelganimda Amerikaga juda 
qiynalganman< chunki bizarda nima deydi 
ibo: hayo: 
 
6. Lydia: ehm [ehm  
7. Umida:       [degan narsa bor kak by o’zi 
1. Umida: I want them uh know ↑too we have 
our ↑own culture we are Uzbek 
2. Lydia: ehm 
3. Umida: like (.) um (.) we have uh what do 
they say (.) uh our uzbe:kness uzbe:k 
4. Lydia: = hm= 
5. Umida: = the nation/people’s uh what do 
they say (.) >When I first came to America 
I had a really hard time< because for us, 
what do they say ibo: hayo: (shame or 
modesty) 
6. Lydia: ehm [ehm 
7. Umida:        [we have this thing like for 
  94 
uchun qattiq gapirmaslik but in ↑America 
you have to stand up for yourself 
8. Lydia: hhh 
9. Umida: You cannot be like that y’know. 
And um juda uh nima deydi um qupol 
gapirmasdan 
10. Lydia:   [hm hm 
11. Umida: [no:zik shunaqa narsalar. Bu 
yax↑shi man  
12. Lydia:   [ehm ehm   
13. Umida: [yomonla↑mayman lekin 
me’↓yorida bo’lishligi hamma narsa 
14. Lydia: ehm  
15. Umida: Masalan o’zizi fikrizi bildirishiz 
kerak. You should be confide[nt.  
 
16. Lydia: [ehm  
17. Umida: I was not as [confident  
18. Lydia:                       [ehm  
19. Umida: As I would say no:w 
20. Lydia: yea [yea yea  
21. Umida:      [I am but still I have confidence 
issue 
yourself not to speak sternly but in 
↑America you have to stand up for yourself 
8. Lydia: hhh 
9. Umida: You cannot be like that y’know. 
And um very uh what do they say um not 
speaking harshly but 
10. Lydia:   [hm hm 
11. Umida: [so:ftly those type of things. It’s 
↑good I am  
12. Lydia:  [ehm ehm 
13. Umida: [not saying anything bad about it 
but everything (has to be) within li↓mits                                                                                
14. Lydia: ehm 
15. Umida: For example you have to make 
your own thoughts known. You should       
confide[nt. 
16. Lydia: [ehm 
17. Umida: I was not as [confident 
18. Lydia:                       [ehm 
19. Umida: As I would say no:w 
20. Lydia: yea [yea yea  
21. Umida:      [I am but still I have confidence 
issue 
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22. Lydia: ehm ehm 
23. Umida: But um o’zim uylayman uh (.) libo 
bizarni nima deydi bizar tomonu man 
borgan maktabda 
24. Lydia: ehm ehm  
25. Umida: The environment that we were like 
uh alwa:ys we were good students  
26. Lydia: ehm ehm 
27. Umida: um yaxshi o’qib besh baholarga 
o’qib har doim yaxshi o’zimizni yaxshi 
tarafdan [ko’rsatganimiz uchunmi 
 
28. Lydia:    [hmm 
29. Umida: we were maybe it’s kind of we 
were ↑too po↑lite  
30. Lydia: hmm 
31. Umida: And afraid to say ↑something to 
↑people (.) and this is reflected kind of on 
me cuz my character is like that I’m very  
32. Lydia: hmm 
33. Umida: gen↑tle  
34. Lydia: yea 
35. Umida: But um (.) I had to change that  
22. Lydia: ehm ehm 
23. Umida: But um for myself I think uh (.) 
either our what is it called our side the 
school I want to  
24. Lydia: ehm ehm 
25. Umida: The environment that we were like 
uh alwa:ys we were good students  
26. Lydia: ehm ehm 
27. Umida: um we would study well for fives 
(highest possible grade) we would study all 
the time maybe because of showing 
ourselves [from good sides  
28. Lydia:                    [hmm 
29. Umida: we were maybe it’s kind of we 
were ↑too po↑lite  
30. Lydia: hmm 
31. Umida: And afraid to say ↑something to 
↑people (.) and this is reflected kind of on 
me cuz my character is like that I’m very  
32. Lydia: hmm 
33. Umida: gen↑tle  
34. Lydia: yea 
35. Umida: But um (.) I had to change that  
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36. Lydia: when [you came here 
37. Umida:         [when I came here yea I had 
to change that 
36. Lydia: when [you came here 
37. Umida:         [when I came here yea I had 
to change that 
 
Umida engages with communicative moral norms related to both ibo hayo and neoliberal 
democracy. She explicitly mentions ibo hayo in line 5 and her attempts to transform her ways of 
speaking in order to meet the demands of the American market are evident in her comments that 
“In America you have to stand up for yourself” (line 7) and “When I came here yea I had to 
change that [way of speaking]” (line 37). She then explicitly links each of these norms for speech 
to a particular image of citizenship. She links ibo hayo to the chronotopic image of the Uzbek 
nation state, citing o’zbekchiligimiz ‘our uzbekness’ (line 3) and the halq ‘nation’ (line 5). She 
also links ibo hayo to the more specific time-space configuration of ‘school life in Uzbekistan’ 
peopled by ‘good students’ (line 25) who always tried to show themselves ‘from good sides’ 
(line 27). On the other hand, she links the scripts associated with neoliberal democracy to the 
image of American citizenship, specifically referencing ‘America’ (line 7) and ‘here’ (line 37), 
the time when she came to the U.S. (line 37) and ‘now’ (line 19), referring to the people who 
comply with this image of ideal citizenship as people who “stand up for [themselves]” (line 7), 
make their thoughts known (line 15), and are confident (line 15). 
 The linking of particular behaviors to different times, places and types of people in 
Uzbekistan is similar to what was observed in chapter 5. The difference can be seen in Umida’s 
comments about the limitations of some of these prescriptions for behavior. More specifically, 
she designates a relatively limited scope of generalizability for the moral norms associated with 
ibo hayo, noting for instance, that it is ‘good’ (line 11) and that she is not saying ‘anything ba↑d 
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about it but everything has to be within li↓mits’ (line 13). This metacommentary on the need to 
limit the scope of moral norms associated with ibo hayo indicates that it falls relatively lower in 
the scalar hierarchy, and may not be applicable outside of the context of her past life in 
Uzbekistan. The emphasis on the word me’↓yor ‘limits’ further underscores this notion. 
  Umida also notes that, “still I have confidence issue” (line 21) and mentions that perhaps 
her acquiescence to the norms of ibo hayo in the past was her being “too polite” (line 29). In this 
ways she uses the moral script of neoliberal democracy in order to evaluate the moral script of 
ibo hayo. In the here and now of her current life in the United States, Umida is compliant with 
the American behavioral script and its prescriptions for speech, as evidenced by her comment in 
line 15 that, “you have to make your own thoughts known.” It is her compliance with this script 
that leads her to question the utility and applicability of the Uzbek behavioral script and its 
associated prescriptions for speech. This evaluation of one moral script through the lens of 
another effectively scales the evaluated script as more limited, and the evaluating script as more 
generalizable, by virtue of the fact that it is generally applicable enough to evaluate other scripts. 
In line with what Cohen (2013) has termed “metapragmatic morality,” this type of evaluation 
clarifies a moral order and can position the self as a moral subject within this order. That is, by 
ordering these moral scripts in this way Umida is able to justify her current alignment with 
neoliberal and democratic moral norms, and her disalignment from ibo hayo – thereby 
demonstrating the relative stability of her own morality, even as she moves across multiple 
scales.  
 Umida’s code-switching is also indicative of the ways in which she scales these scripts 
relative to one another. She switches from English to Uzbek in line 3 when she begins to 
describe o’zbekchilik ‘uzbekness’ and the Uzbek halq ‘nation.’ Then in line 7 she switches back 
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to English in order to describe the demands of the behavioral script associated with American 
images of citizenship, saying “but in America you have to stand up for yourself” (line 7). She 
again switches to Uzbek to further describe communicative ibo hayo (line 9), and to English to 
clarify the type of behavior associated with democratic ideals (line 15).  The final switches are 
into Uzbek to describe in greater detail her school days in Uzbekistan (line 27), and then into 
English to negatively evaluate the way in which she conducted herself back then, because of how 
this behavior does not line up with neoliberal and democratic norms for morality (line 29).  
 These frequent switches illustrate a number of points related to transnational subjectivity, 
conflicting moralities, and the use of scaling in resolving these tensions. First of all, this constant 
switching illustrates how Umida, as a transnationally mobile subject is, even over the course of 
just a few utterances, constantly orienting to both home and host country (Smith & Guarnizo 
1998). Secondly, because these code-switches correspond not only to images of citizenship, but 
also to moralized behavioral scripts, they indicate how multiple sets of moral norms have 
become relevant to Umida in the particular interactional moment of telling this story. Thus, while 
Umida designates a relatively limited scope for the “traditional” Uzbek behavioral scripts, she is 
also still orienting to these scripts. This demonstrates that the polycentric moral norms associated 
with both the country of origin and the country of residence are always present in the discursive 
imaginary of transnational migrants, even when they present them as less relevant to their 
immediate concerns. Finally, while the constant switching also highlights the distinctness and 
separateness Umida is creating between American and Uzbek images of citizenship and moral 
norms. That is, she keeps the conflicting behavioral scripts separate and thus limits each of their 
scopes of generalizability, disentangling these different norms for speech to justify her 
acquiescence to one set of norms in Uzbekistan and to a different set in the U.S. Thus, while 
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Umida ultimately scales American moral scripts as more generally applicable than those 
associated with Uzbekness, here we see that she also to some extent, scales American moral 
scripts as limited and as less applicable to the time and place of Uzbekistan. 
 It is worth noting that the discursive imagination of Uzbek and American images of 
citizenship as distinct and separate is accomplished through Umida’s audible demonstration of 
this distinctiveness through code-switching. Thus, this example also highlights the ideological 
and social separateness of these codes for Umida in this context, as she uses English only when 
talking about “American ways of speaking” and Uzbek when talking about “Uzbek cultural 
values.” In this context, it is the ideological discreteness of English and Uzbek, rather than their 
hybridity that allows Umida to navigate this third space (Bhabha 1994) in a way that brings a 
coherence and morality to her decision to comply with different norms in different contexts as 
she moves transnationally. In line with what was discussed in chapter 5, this provides yet another 
example of the ways in which “languages” can become embedded in these larger images of 
citizenship, such that migrants perceive them, and utilize them as discrete categories.  
6.3.2. Things happen because of the things we do 
The next excerpt comes from part of my conversation with Nurhan. Nurhan was 34 and had lived 
in the U.S. for 13 years at the time of recording. She had originally come as a student, but was 
working in public health when we talked. I was introduced to her virtually through a mutual 
friend, and the two of us met at a café where I asked her a variety of semi-structured questions 
about her experiences of migration. One of the questions I asked her was whether or not she used 
words such as taqdir ‘fate’ and what she thought about this concept. The following excerpt 
consists of Nurhan’s criticisms of fate talk, my clarifying questions to her about how she came to 
these conclusions, and her linking her views on fate talk to the time she has spent in the United 
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States. Nurhan scales the moral script associated with the image of Uzbek citizenship and fate 
talk as relatively limited, while scaling ways of speaking associated with neoliberalism as widely 
generalizable. In the process she also makes claims about the legitimacy of her behaviors and 
moral subjectivity. Notably, although my conversation with Nurhan took place in a mixture of 
both English and Uzbek, the following portion of the conversation took place primarily in 
English.  
Excerpt 7: 
1. Nurhan: I u:sed to believe it (fate) be↑fore (.)  
2. Lydia:  uh huh  
3. Nurhan:  I don’t necessarily believe it no:w I- I would say (.)  
4.    a lot of the things that happen in our ↑life  
5.    happen because of the things that we do.  
6. Lydia:  ehm 
7. Nurhan:  Somethings happen and I ↑guess saying taqdir peshonsiga yozilgan  
8.    is a easy way of getting out of dealing with problems or  
9.    easy way of blaming somebody else for things that  
10.    happened to you instead of taking responsibility for it.  
11.    Or (.) again addressing the root cause (.) of the problem.  
12. Lydia:  ehm ehm 
13. Nurhan: So (.) I would say maybe I ↑used to be↑lieve in it  
14.    when I was a young ↑girl growing up in Uzbekistan  
15.    because everybody said that, but now I don’t believe it.  
16. Lydia:  hm. Do you think uh … (extended clarifying question) 
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17. Nurhan:  Yea uh no definitely it my view of (.) destiny  
18.    and what’s on your destiny what’s written on your destiny  
19.    has changed after I came to the U.S. yes. (.)  
20. Lydia:  hm hm 
21. Nurhan:  U.S. has a lot of a lot to do with- just the lifestyle here.  
22.    Just seeing and living on your own and uh being exposed to every  
23.    all the information and different things here  
24.    has a lot to do with changing my view on that yes.  
Through her reference to taqdir and peshonasiga yozilgan (line 7) Nurhan invokes the behavioral 
script associated with images of Uzbek citizenship, while her orientation towards neoliberal 
norms is exemplified in her criticism of fate talk. She notes, that she does not believe in fate talk 
because “a lot of the things that happen in our life happen because of the things that we do” 
(lines 3-4). The stress on the word “do” and the links she creates between personal effort and 
outcomes are very much in line with neoliberal values. Similarly, her characterization of fate talk 
as an “easy way of getting out of dealing with problems, or easy way of blaming somebody else” 
(lines 11-12) and her invocation of personal “responsibility” (line 10) conform with the 
neoliberal ideals of self-responsibilization. As noted above, the evaluation of one moral script 
through the lens of the other effectively scales them in relationship to one another, designating a 
larger scope of generalizability to the evaluating script.  
 She also scales these two sets of norms in relation to one another by emphasizing the 
temporal limitation of the “traditional” Uzbek moral script. She links the belief in or use of fate 
talk to a time and place in her life associated with youthful ignorance, while linking neoliberal 
beliefs with a time and place associated with greater maturity. This situating of behaviors related 
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to ibo hayo is manifest in her explicit reference to Uzbekistan and her use of the past tense in 
“used to” and “said” in the comment, “I ↑used to be↑lieve in it (fate talk) when I was a young 
↑girl growing up in Uzbekistan because everybody said that, but now I don’t believe it” (line 13-
15). Here we also see that her neoliberal beliefs are scaled as temporally “now” (line 15) and 
“after I came,” and geographically scaled as in the “U.S.” (line 19, 21) and “here” (line 23). In 
examining the personhood aspect of this temporal scaling, it becomes clear that Nurhan’s 
distinction between ‘when I was a young girl’ and ‘now’ is not neutral, but is related to notions 
of personal development. By limiting “traditional” Uzbek norms to the realm of the past of her 
childhood, a time when she easily believed what those around her said, she underscores the 
limited scope of generalizability for this behavioral script. On the other hand, the norms 
associated with images of American citizenship are presented as governing the behaviors of an 
adult who has increased her exposure and developed in maturity.  
In response to my question about whether or not her current perspectives are a result of 
her migration Nurhan says, “U.S. has a lot of a lot to do with - just the lifestyle here. Just seeing 
and living on your own and uh being exposed to every all the information and different 
things here has a lot to do with changing my view on that yes” (lines 21-24). In the first part of 
this answer, Nurhan links her current beliefs with the specific location of the U.S. and with “the 
lifestyle” that is particular to this location. However, she goes on to emphasize that her views 
have changed, not only because of specific “local” characteristics of the U.S., but also because 
being in the U.S. has resulted in her “seeing and living” and “being exposed to…all the 
information.” By emphasizing the breadth of exposure, rather than the particularities of what she 
was exposed to, she presents her current alignment with the neoliberal behavioral script as a 
result of her transnational mobility, rather than her current location in the U.S. This implicitly 
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designates a translocal scope of generalizability for neoliberal moral norms, which stands in 
contrast to the limited scope of the “traditional” script, which has been described as unable to 
apply to the wide variety of contexts Nurhan has encountered in her transnational movement. 
The constructed generalizability of norms associated with neoliberal behavioral scripts can also 
be found in the aforementioned statement, “a lot of the things that happen in our life happen 
because of the things that we do” (lines 3-4). This statement is nomically rather than reportively 
calibrated, meaning that it is presented as a generalizable understanding of “the way the world 
is” (Koven, 2016: 22), independent of a time or space. By nomically calibrating this statement, 
Nurhan emphasizes how neoliberal behavioral scripts are not limited to particular local times and 
places, but are instead generally applicable. 
  By hierarchically ordering Uzbek “traditional” norms as limited and neoliberal 
behavioral norms as generalizable, Nurhan is able to narrate her story in a way that highlights her 
own moral stability. Because she no longer believes in fate, it is difficult for her to be understood 
as moral within a moral order that prioritizes ibo hayo. However, she can be positioned as moral 
within a neoliberal one. By discursively scaling “traditional” norms as limited in scope, and as 
unable to account for her exposure to new information as she moves transnationally, Nurhan 
justifies her disalignment from the “traditional” script. Furthermore, by creating a parallel 
between her personal trajectory of “growing up” on the one hand and moving from a belief in 
fate talk to a belief in personal responsibility on the other hand, she portrays this change as a 
positive part of her larger personal and moral development – a narrative that again positions hers 
as a model neoliberal subject who is invested in projects of self-betterment.  
 This analysis provides a helpful counterbalance to scholarship that focuses primarily on 
the instability and tenuous morality associated with transnational migration because of migrant 
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women’s inability to comply with “traditional” moral norms related to the country of origin 
(Dick, 2010; Hofmann & Buckley, 2012). By turning the focus towards migrant representations 
of moral subjectivity, I have shown how at times speakers may actually “opt out” of compliance 
with “traditional” behavioral scripts associated with the homeland and may justify this decision 
through their adherence with a different behavioral script, which they present as more 
generalizable and applicable than the script they left behind. In this way, by choosing compliance 
with a more “generalizable” script such as neoliberalism over compliance with a more “limited” 
script such as ibo hayo, Nurhan and Umida are able to present themselves as effectively more or 
equally moral to the women in Uzbekistan who continue to abide by “traditional” norms. This is 
similar to what I demonstrated in chapter 5. However, in chapter 5 it was through claims of 
greater compliance with traditional norms, that migrant women claimed superior morality. Thus, 
we can see how both the mobilization and the limitation of ibo hayo can allow those in the life 
abroad to claim moral validity and even superiority compared to those who remain in the 
homeland. 
6.3.3. My talk has changed, people say that right away 
While Umida and Nurhan’s narratives highlight how they adjusted their ways of speaking upon 
coming to the United States, the following narrative is an account of what happens when those 
abroad return to Uzbekistan. This excerpt was taken from a conversation I had with two Uzbek 
women – Gavhar and Nigora. Gavhar was a friend of mine previous to this research and she 
introduced me to Nigora, who was a friend of hers. Gavhar had been in the U.S. 10 years at the 
time of recording, whereas Nigora had arrived four years earlier. They had met when Gavhar 
helped Nigora’s family adjust to life in the United States upon their arrival. They were 33 and 23 
years old respectively, and Gavhar worked in an office while Nigora was not working when we 
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met. The following conversation took place at a restaurant. I had asked the two of them questions 
about what they noticed was different about themselves or those they left behind, when they 
went back to Uzbekistan. Because previous respondents had noted that difference in clothing was 
the thing that most stood out to them when they went home, I asked specifically about their 
manner of dressing. However, Gavhar redirected the conversation to the topic of different ways 
of speaking – which to her was the more salient difference she noticed. Note that the 
conversation took place almost entirely in Uzbek, with a few uses of Russian, which I have 
marked on the right side in bold.  
Excerpt 8:  
1. Gavhar: Man borganda kamdan kam 
o’zbekcha kiyinaman. Um. Oddiy 
kiyimlarim o’xshash. Uyerda ham 
huddi shunaka qiyin↑adi. Um. 
Gapirishlarim o’zgargan, odamlar 
birdan aytadi.  
2. Lydia: Q-qanday o’zgargan? 
3. Gavhar: ↑Qanday bir - kattalarni 
ko’proq hurmat qilish kerak u yerda. 
Bizar chiqib ketganmiz u narsalardan 
(.) Og’izimizdan haqiqat chiqib 
ketaveradi ((laughter)) 
4. Nigora and Lydia: ((laughter)) 
5. Nigora: Da: 
1. Gavhar: When I go I usually wear 
Uzbek clothes. Um. My regular clothes 
look the same. There they ↑wear the 
exact same. Um. My talk has changed, 
people say that right away.  
2. Lydia: H-how has it changed? 
3. Gavhar: ↑How one – you have to give 
more respect to the elderly there. We 
have left those things (.) Truth just 
spills out of our mouths ((laughter)) 
 
4. Nigora and Lydia: ((laughter)) 
5. Nigora: Yea: 
6. Gavhar: Somehow [um if there is one 
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6. Gavhar: Qandaydir [um biron nohaq 
7. Nigora:                    [Jim o’tira 
olmaymiz-da 
8. Gavhar: Biron nohaq bo’lsa jim o’tira 
olmaymiz.  
9. Lydia: Hmm 
10. Gavhar: Keyin keraksiz narsalarni 
aytamiz “Yo: kerak emas, qilmaymiz, 
qilmaymiz, qilmaymiz” Esimizdan 
chiqib ketga:n (.) jim o’tirish esidan 
chiqib ketgan shunaqalar.  
 
11. Nigora: Ha: u birinchi o’rinda.  
12. Gavhar: Uya:t shunaqa narsalar esidan 
chiqib ketgan (.) nimagadir. Ko’p 
bo’lmaganizdan keyin shunaqa= 
 
13. Nigora: =Da da 
injustice 
7. Nigora:                    [We cannot sit 
quietly-EMP 
8. Gavhar: If there is one injustice we 
cannot sit quietly.  
9. Lydia: Hmm 
10. Gavhar: Then about unnecessary 
things we say “No: it isn’t necessary, 
we won’t do, we won’t do it, we won’t 
do it.” We have forgo:tten (.) one 
forgets how to do things like sitting 
quietly. 
11. Nigora: Yea: that is the main thing. 
12. Gavhar: Sha:me those kinds of things 
one forgets (.) for some reason. After 
your having not been there for a long 
time, then it is like this= 
13. Nigora: =Yea yea 
 
In this co-constructed narrative, similar to what was shown in Umida’s discourse, there is linking 
of deferential communication norms such as speaking respectfully to elders (line 3), sitting 
quietly (line 8, 10) and speaking with uyat ‘shame’ to the place of Uzbekistan, or u yerda ‘there’ 
(line 3). This linking of behavior to place is presented as a limiting of the scope of the ibo hayo 
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behavioral script, because in this case, Gavhar and Nigora present norms associated with ibo 
hayo as so iconically linked and limited to the place of Uzbekistan, that even their having been 
outside of the homeland for a time, renders them unable to comply. Note that, in the following 
analysis I refer to the narrative as co-constructed by Nigora and Gavhar, even though it is 
primarily relayed through Gavhar’s voice. I refer to it in this way both because of Nigora’s 
frequent vocalizations of affirmation in response to Gavhar’s narrative, and because of the ways 
in which Gavhar frames the story as a shared one through, for instance, her use of first person 
plural conjugation (line 3).  
 Gavhar and Nigora’s co-constructed narrative presents the relationship between location 
and communication norms as inherent. This is most clear in line 12 where Gavhar notes that 
“one forgets [how to speak in ways that comply with ibo hayo] for some reason” and then 
proposes the following as the reason for forgetting: Ko’p bo’lmaganizdan keyin shunaqa ‘After 
your having not been there for a long time, then it is like this’ to which Nigora responds 
affirmatively (line 13). By attributing their forgetfulness to their physical absence from the place 
of Uzbekistan, Gavhar suggests that it is physical presence or absence over a period of time that 
determines whether or not one is able to abide by the norms associated with ibo hayo. Similarly, 
while Gavhar’s comment Bizar chiqib ketganmiz u narsalardan ‘We have left those things’ (line 
3) can be read as referring to leaving behind those types of behaviors, the choice of the phrase 
chiqib ketganmiz ‘we have left,’ draws parallels between leaving the location of Uzbekistan and 
leaving behind certain moralized behavioral scripts. In Irvine & Gal’s (2000) terms we could say 
that their discourse engages in a process of iconization making the linkage between space and 
behavioral norms appear inherent. Through this process of iconization they effectively limit the 
scope of applicability of ibo hayo. That is, given the assumption of an inherent relationship 
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between Uzbekistan as location and the speech behaviors associated with ibo hayo, Gavhar and 
Nigora’s narrative implies that these norms do not move translocally, and are only applicable 
within the limited, physical space of Uzbekistan.  
 This scaling of the “traditional” Uzbek behavioral script as limited to the physical place 
of Uzbekistan has consequences for Gavhar and Nigora’s moral positionings as well. Whereas 
Umida and Nurhan used scaling to highlight their moral stability by demonstrating how they 
abide by the moral script that best fits the time, place, and stage in their development, here 
Gavhar and Nigora justify their morality by limiting ibo hayo to the place of Uzbekistan, and 
then noting that their inability to comply with ibo hayo is outside of their control given their 
absence from this place. That is, their lack of physical presence is the cause of their current 
behavior, which is outside of their control – lessening their moral culpability within the set of ibo 
hayo related moral norms. Their lack of deference to elders, for instance, is attributed repeatedly 
to forgetfulness (line 10, line 12), rather than to spite or willfulness. In describing how they 
speak the truth even when it might not be considered appropriate (line 3: Og’izimizdan haqiqat 
chiqib ketaveradi ‘Truth just spills out of our mouths’) Gavhar uses the conjugation ketaveradi. 
This construction uses a combination of the verb bermoq ‘to give’ with another verb in order to 
express that the activity continues despite possible impediments. The use of this construction 
suggests that the truth continues to leave their mouths, despite their possible attempts to restrain 
it. Furthermore, this is a passive sentence in which the grammatical subject is “the truth,” 
obscuring the active participation of the speakers themselves. Finally, they pose implicit 
questions about how their current behavior came to be with phrases such as qandaydir 
‘somehow’ (line 6) and nimagadir ‘for some reason’ (line 12) suggesting that their departure 
from “traditional” Uzbek norms was not a premeditated or conscious decision.  
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 Focusing on the distinction between the narrated and narrating event in excerpt 7 also 
gives insight into how the image of Uzbek citizenship is being scaled as limited and local. 
Gavhar says in line 3 that “Truth just spills out of our mouths” and then she laughs. Nigora and I 
then join her in this laughter. Koven (2002) has pointed out that laughter can function in the 
narrating event as here and now commentary on what happened there and then. Through her 
laughter Gavhar reframes their inability to keep quiet as humorous rather than shameful, her 
laughter itself demonstrating a certain disregard for notions of quiet shame and modesty related 
to ibo hayo. Furthermore, her use of terms such as haqiqat ‘truth’ (line 3) and nohaq ‘injustice’ 
(line 6, 8) suggest that in retelling the story of how they struggle to comply with Uzbek moral 
norms, she is also positively evaluating their actions and negatively evaluating the speech of the 
elders with whom they interacted. All of this evaluation takes place through a moralized 
behavioral script related to democratic American ideals of citizenship. That is, their regard for 
“speaking the truth” and “standing up for justice/themselves” mirrors what Carbaugh (1988) has 
described in terms of the particular American norms for individuals to express their opinions as 
part of their freedom of speech. The evaluation of ibo hayo through the lens of democratic ideals 
of free speech orders the American behavioral script as higher within the scalar hierarchy, and 
yet again underscores the limited nature of Uzbek images of citizenship. 
6.3.4. ‘It is necessary to make an effort’  
In the previous examples I have shown how speakers scale the behavioral script associated with 
ibo hayo such that it is limited to the time and place of Uzbekistan, and through this scaling, how 
they claim moral justifiability for their communicative practices. In my analysis of the next two 
excerpts I explore some of the other ways in which this behavioral script may be scaled. More 
specifically, in the analysis of excerpt 9 I show how aspects of ibo hayo related norms may be 
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scaled as limited to the time and place of Uzbekistan, while other aspects may be scaled as more 
generalizable. In the analysis of excerpt 10 I show that this moralized behavioral script can be 
scaled as generalizable beyond the image of Uzbek citizenship as long as it is still somewhat 
limited. In both of these cases I argue that it is the relatively more powerful position of American 
images of citizenship and their associated moralized behavioral scripts that dictate which aspects, 
and to what extent Uzbek behavioral scripts can be scaled as generalizable.  
 Excerpt 9 comes from my conversation with Hilola. Hilola had lived in the United States 
for 15 years and was 56 years old at the time of recording. She had worked for institutions of 
higher education in the U.S., and at the time of our conversation was looking for work in the 
field of communications. A mutual friend introduced us and I spoke with Hilola over the phone 
for this interview. I asked her a variety of semi-structured questions and during our conversation 
she mentioned fate saying, peshonamizda nima yozilgan ‘whatever is written on our foreheads’ 
in order to capture to the idea that it is our fate that ultimately determines what happens to us. I 
asked her to tell me a little more about this, and this led to a larger discussion of fate talk. In the 
following excerpt, I have reproduced the part of this discussion where she references how she 
learned about both fate and hard work from her grandmother, and then reflects on the 
applicability of her grandmother’s advice to her current situation in the United States. The 
conversation with Hilola took place primarily in Uzbek, and the following excerpt is also in 
Uzbek, with switches to Russian marked in bold on the right hand side.  
Excerpt 9:  
1. Hilola: Manga buvim ayta:rdilar, ‘San 
bitta narsani bilgin, uh (.) sen 
tug’ilmasdan oldin peshonangga 
1. Hilola: My grandmother used to say, 
‘Know this one thing, uh (.) Before you 
were born your fate was written on your 
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taqdiringni yozib qo’yishgan 
tushundign↑mi?’  
2. Lydia: hm hm 
3. Hilola: ‘O’sha taqdiring albatta bo’ladi 
ammo ‘Taqdirim shu ekan’ deb 
↑bema↑lo:l hech nima qilmasdan 
o’tirmagin (.) Harakat qilgin (.) O’qigin 
(.) Yaxshi ishlagin. Ushanda sanga ko’p 
yordam bo’ladi bizarda-↑da shu 
paytda.’ 
4. Lydia: hm hm 
5. Hilola: Men ham katta bo’lyapman-da 
en↑di endi o’ylayapman, ha:: albatta 
buvim to’g’ri gapirgan ekanlar. (.) Da 
taqdirga mayli taqdirimga peshonamga 
shu yozilgan bo’lsa Amerikada yashab 
Amerikada ishlab tuzini sopib yuradi 
deb yozilgan bo’lsa, demak yozilgan 
ekan. Ammo man ‘Voy Amerikaga 
keldim endi nima qilaman’ deb 
o’tirmayman-ku. Haraka:t qilish kerak, 
ishlash kerak, o’qish kerak.  
 
forehead. Do you unders↑tand?’ 
 
2. Lydia: hm hm 
3. Hilola: ‘That fate of course will happen 
but don’t say ‘This is my fate’ taking it 
↑eas↑sy sitting around doing nothing (.) 
Make an effort (.) study (.) work well (.) 
In that case there will be more help for 
you for us-↑EMP at that time.’ 
 
4. Lydia: hm hm 
5. Hilola: I also am grown up now-EMP 
↑Now I’m thinking, ye::s of course my 
grandmother had said it correctly. (.) 
Yes fate okay if on my fate, on my 
forehead this is written to live in 
America to work in America if it’s 
written that she will earn a living then 
it’s written. But I ‘Wow I’m in America 
now what will I do’ I don’t sit around 
like that-EMP. It is necessary to make 
an effort, it is necessary to work, it is 
necessary to study 
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6. Lydia: hm hm 
7. Hilola: ↑To’g’rimi?  
6. Lydia: hm hm 
7. Hilola: ↑Right? 
 
In this excerpt Hilola orients towards ibo hayo behavioral scripts through her explicit references 
to fate talk (line 1 and line 3) and her use of morphology linked with cultural notions of familial 
respect. For instance, she references her grandmother using the third person plural in line 1 
buvim aytardi-lar ‘my grandmother would say-3.PL’ (line 1), which is a conventionalized way 
of showing respect to elders. Her orientation towards neoliberal norms can be seen in her 
repetition and variations on the statement ‘Make an effort, study, work well’, as well as in the 
criticisms of ‘sitting around’ waiting for fate to occur (line 3 and 5). Her narrative focuses on two 
related events: the first is her conversation with her grandmother as a child, and the second is her 
personal reflection as an adult in the United States. By comparing the tellings of these two events 
it is possible to see that she scales neoliberal behavioral norms as generalizable to both 
Uzbekistan and the U.S., and that she designates those “traditional” Uzbek norms that do not 
conflict with neoliberalism as more generalizable, and those that do conflict with neoliberalism 
as limited to the context of Uzbekistan. These discursive moves enable Hilola to position herself 
as moral according to both scripts without challenging neoliberalism and American images of 
citizenship.  
 In the first part of her narrative Hilola links behaviors related to the neoliberal values of 
self-betterment and hard work with a past in Uzbekistan by having them articulated by the 
character of her grandmother. She voices her grandmother as saying that Hilola should not rely 
on fate ‘sitting around doing nothing’, but should instead ‘make an effort, study, work well’ (line 
3). In the second part of the narrative, it is the situation of immigrants in the U.S. that provides 
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the context in which neoliberal norms are deemed an appropriate moral compass. Hilola notes 
that she herself does not sit around saying ‘Wow I’m in America now what will I do?’(line 5), 
appearing to voice a social type of immigrant from which she wants to differentiate herself. This  
“undesirable” social type has come to the United States, but is not “making an effort to better 
themselves” and is therefore not a good neoliberal subject. By distinguishing herself from this 
type, Hilola positions herself as a better neoliberal subject, and highlights the applicability of the 
neoliberal script to migrants in the U.S. – thereby designating it’s scope as applicable to this 
second context. By designating the neoliberal behavioral script as applicable to multiple 
contexts, Hilola scales it as translocal and therefore generalizable. She also scales the neoliberal 
script as generalizable through her nomic calibration of her grandmother’s exhortation to work 
hard and make an effort. In line 3 this statement is voiced as an imperative. However, when the 
statement is repeated in line 5 the imperative forms have been transformed into necessity 
constructions made up of a verbal noun and the lexical item kerak ‘to be necessary’(Haraka:t 
qilish kerak, ishlash kerak, o’qish kerak. ‘It is necessary to make an effort, it is necessary to 
work, it is necessary to study’). In Uzbek, necessity constructions can be directed towards 
particular people through the use of possessive suffixes affixed onto verbal nouns as in o’qish-
ingiz kerak ‘it is necessary for you to study’. However, in Hilola’s rearticulation of her 
grandmother’s advice, there are no possessive affixes (o’qish kerak ‘it is necessary to study’). 
This transforms the locally situated advice from her grandmother into a generally applicable, 
nomically calibrated, and more widely authoritative moral text.   
The fate talk aspect of the ibo hayo moralized behavioral script, however, is scaled as 
relatively limited. In the first story her grandmother’s advice regarding the power of fate is 
articulated with a high degree of confidence, “That fate of course will happen” (line 3). The 
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emphasis on albatta ‘of course’ underscores the confidence in the authority of fate. However, 
when Hilola recalls her grandmother’s words a second time, she rephrases the reference to fate 
talk by using conditional formulations, as in, ‘If on my fate, on my forehead this is written to live 
in America to work in America if it’s written that she will earn a living then it’s written’ (line 5). 
Twice Hilola uses the phrase yozilgan bo’lsa ‘if it is written’ significantly undermining the 
authority attributed to fate talk. While the neoliberal aspects of the grandmother’s advice become 
more generalized through the use of impersonalized necessity constructions, fate talk becomes 
less authoritative through the use of conditionals. This is indicative of the ways in which fate talk 
is only tenuously brought into a more general scope of application, because of its conflicts with 
neoliberal values.  
On the other hand, behavioral norms associated with images of Uzbek citizenship are not 
always scaled as local and limited, and those aspects, which are not seen as directly conflicting 
with neoliberal ideals are more easily scaled as generalizable. For instance, respect towards 
elders is an aspect of the “traditional” Uzbek moral script hat it is not seen as conflicting in any 
direct way with neoliberalism. Accordingly, Hilola’s respect towards her grandmother is 
conveyed through a variety of cues in a way that is consistent across the multiple contexts she 
narrates. She is consistent, for instance, in her use of the third person plural to refer to her 
grandmother (lines 1 and 5), and her tone throughout is one of respect for her grandmother’s 
advice. 
Hilola does not narrate a move from one set of moral norms to another. Rather, she links 
both sets of moral scripts to the images of life in the homeland and life abroad, effectively 
representing her morality as relatively stable and unchanged. By centering her respect for her 
grandmother and her grandmother’s advice across all relevant scales, she claims a broad 
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applicability for this aspect of the ibo hayo moral script and constructs her own morality within 
its moral norms. On the other hand, by emphasizing the generalizable scope of those aspects of 
her grandmother’s advice associated with neoliberal norms, and by not challenging neoliberalism 
through her selective scaling of behaviors associated with ibo hayo, she positions herself as 
moral within a neoliberal order as well. This is evidence of how neoliberalism governs which 
aspects of an ibo hayo behavioral scripts can be scaled as generalizable, highlighting both the 
possibilities and the limitations of performing morality in transnational contexts, a point which 
will be discussed further below.  
6.3.5. Write it on your own forehead 
The following excerpt is from two women who I will refer to as Muborak and Jamila. Muborak 
had been in the United States for 12 years and was 30, and Jamila had been in the U.S. for 6 
years and was 25 at the time of the recording. They were coworkers at a nonprofit organization 
and I had been put in touch with Jamila by a mutual friend who had noted that Jamila was well-
connected with the larger Uzbek community in the city I was visiting to collect data. I conducted 
a semi-structured interview with the two women in a conference room at their workplace. 
Although I had originally come to interview Jamila, she invited Muborak to join as well. One of 
the questions I asked them over the course of our conversation was what they thought about the 
notions of taqdir ‘fate’ and peshona ‘forehead’ (e.g. whatever is written on your forehead is 
predestined by God). The following excerpt begins in the middle of my asking this question and 
includes Muborak’s brief interruption to tell a story they both experienced around the topic of 
fate talk a few days earlier in the office. The excerpt also includes both women’s reflections on 
fate and fate talk in relation to neoliberal norms and various religious traditions. The 
conversation between the three of us alternated between Uzbek, English and Russian, given that 
  116 
we each had some proficiency in all three languages and that Jamila was most comfortable 
speaking Uzbek, Muborak was most comfortable speaking Russian, and I was most comfortable 
speaking English. The following excerpt takes place mostly in Uzbek, with a few switches to 
Russian and English, marked on the right hand side in bold and italics, respectively.  
Excerpt 10: 
1. Lydia: Peshona (.) peshonasida nima 
yozilgan shunaqa= 
2. Muborak: =Hm= 
3. Lydia: =gaplar 
4. Muborak: *Bu kuni shuni gapirdik 
peshona* ((laughter)) Okay no 
((laughter)) 
5. Lydia: Nima haqi - nima haqida 
gapirdiz peshonasida yozilgan? 
6. Muborak: Shuni nimadir proyekt 
bo’yicha kimdir bir narsa yozgan shu 
taqdirim shu ekanmi? degan-da.  
7. Jamila: O’zgar, o’zing yoz [taqdiringni 
((Jamila and Lydia’s laughter)) 
8. Muborak:                           [Peshona 
“Peshonamda shu yozilgan” deysa, 
peshonangda o’zing yoz ((laughter)) 
yozgandir ((laughter))  
1. Lydia: Forehead (.) what is written on 
the forehead those kind of = 
2. Muborak: = Hm= 
3. Lydia:=sayings 
4. Muborak: * The other day we talked 
about forehead* ((laughter)) Okay no 
((laughter)) 
5. Lydia: About wha? What did you talk 
about what is written on the forehead?  
6. Muborak: It was about that something 
or other project, someone wrote 
something “Is this my fate?” they said. 
7. Jamila: Change, write your [fate 
yourself ((Jamila and Lydia’s laughter)) 
8. Muborak:                            [Forehead, 
if he says “This is written on my 
forehead”, write it on your forehead 
yourself ((laughter)) write ((laughter)) 
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9. ... 
10. Lydia: ((laughter)) That’s awesome.  
11. Muborak: “Boshqacha yoz” deb, 
“Nimaga shuni qilmaydi?” ikkiovimiz 
shunga  [nima qilib  
12. Jamila: [Boshqa oilaviy narsalar 
haqida gapirgan 
13. Muborak: Ha: bilmayman nima edi-
da. Odamlar “Peshonamda nima 
yozilgan” deb o’tiradi. Keyin kim aytdi, 
siz aytdiz, men aytdim, aytdim “Xo’p 
peshonangga ‘Yo’q men shunaqa 
bo’laman’ deb [yozasan” ((laughter)) 
 
14. Jamila:            [O’zing yozasan 
((laughter)) 
15. … 
16. Jamila: Taqdir um (.) bu haqida 
fikrlarim shakllanishiga, meni islom 
buni qanday tushunishi uh anaqa (.) 
katta rol o’yniydi. Bu fifty-fifty. Fifty-
fifty bo’lmasa ham qandayir ikkalasi  
17. Muborak: bor bor 
9. … 
10. Lydia: ((laughter)) That’s awesome. 
11. Muborak: Saying “Write it 
differently”, “Why didn’t they do it like 
that?” we were both [like that to them 
12. Jamila:                     [They were talking 
about some other familial issues 
13. Muborak: Yea: I don’t know what it 
was. People sit around saying 
“Whatever is written on my forehead.” 
Then who said it – you said it – I said 
it? I said, I said, “Okay on your 
forehead you will write ‘No I will be     
              [this way.’” ((laughter)) 
14. Jamila:  [Write it yourself ((laughter)) 
 
15. … 
16. Jamila: Fate um (.) About that Islam 
plays a uh that kind of (.) big role in 
how I understand it, in how my 
thoughts are shaped. It is fifty-fifty. 
Even if not fifty-fifty, somehow both  
17. Muborak: are there, are there 
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18. Jamila: Da, bir xil kuchi bor. Ya’ni 
men taqdirim o’zgartirishga uni qanday 
bo’la olishiga (.) u:h hissam ↑bor, 
ta’sirim ↑bor... Ko’p narsalar hozir 
orqaga qarasam taqdir (.) Masalan, uh 
erga tegishim, kimga tegishim boshqa 
taqdir 
19. … 
20. Muborak: Rus tilida shunaqa nima bor 
((clears throat)) bu mumkin islomdan 
emas tol’ko “Na boga nadeis, no sam 
neploshai”  
21. Jamila: Hmm 
22. Muborak: So it means uh 
23. Lydia: Ne ploshai? 
24. Muborak: Ne ploshai so move ahead 
[move forward so don’t just sit and wait 
okay God will give me everything and. 
What you say? 
25. Lydia: [uh huh uh huh 
26. Jamila: Ha islomda ham eng shu taqdir 
haqida mashhur hadis bu uh (.) “O’zing 
uh harakatingni qil keyin qolganni 
18. Jamila: Yes, have the same power. Or I 
u:h ↑have a contribution, I ↑have 
influence (.) on changing my fate on 
how it can be…When I look back now 
many things are fate (.) For example, uh 
getting married, who I would marry, 
other fate 
19. … 
20. Muborak: In Russian there is this thing 
((clears throat) this maybe is not only 
from Islam, “Hope in God, but do not 
be reliant.” 
21. Jamila: Hmm 
22. Muborak: So it means uh 
23. Lydia: Ne ploshai? 
24. Muborak: Ne ploshai so move ahead      
[move forward so don’t just sit and wait 
okay God will give me everything and. 
What you say? 
25. Lydia: [uh huh uh huh 
26. Jamila: Yes in Islam also the most 
famous hadith about fate is uh “Make 
your own effort yourself, then entrust 
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taqdirga havola qo’ying, ya’ni Xudoga 
havola qo’ying.”  
27. Muborak: Hm 
28. Jamila: Ya’ni otingni masalan hech uh 
kim yo’q joyda uh shunday tashlab 
qo’yma, ↑bo’glab ket. Uni ketib 
qolishini “Ah Xudo shu yerda qo’yadi” 
demasdan, bog’lab qo’y! Agar tursa 
demak uh anaqa Xudo qilgan bo’ladi 
lekin u garanti emas. 
the rest to fate, or entrust the rest to 
God.” 
27. Muborak: Hm 
28. Jamila: That is, your horse, for 
example, if you’re in a place where 
there is no one, don’t just leave it there, 
↑tie it up and then leave. Don’t leave it 
saying “Oh God will keep it here”; tie it 
up! If it stays, that means God did it, 
but this is not a guarantee.  
 
The criticism of fate talk in which Jamila and Muborak are both engaged, takes place through the 
lens of the neoliberal moralized behavioral script (lines 7-14) and thus scales this script as more 
generalizable. For instance, in the re-enacted conversation between Jamila, Muborak and the 
unnamed interlocutor, the interlocutor is voiced as using the conventionalized phrase 
Peshonamda shu yozilgan ‘This is written on my forehead’ (line 8) to indicate that their current 
situation is out of their control as it was ordained by God. This use of fate talk is critiqued by 
both Muborak and Jamila, who voice themselves as speaking in a way that underscores the 
interlocutor’s agency and responsibility. The two women repeat some variation of the phrase 
Peshonangda o’zing yoz  ‘Write it on your forehead yourself’ (line 7, 8,11,13,14), transforming 
the passive peshonamda yozilgan ‘it is written on my forehead’ to an imperative, and 
underscoring the agency of the interlocutor. The impact of the reflexive second person pronoun 
o’zing ‘yourself’ is further underscored by the fact that Uzbek is a pro-drop language, making the 
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use of the pronoun both marked and emphatic. All of Muborak and Jamila’s responses are in the 
imperative, telling the interlocutor what she should do, indicating that the neoliberal moralized 
behavioral script not only has the potential to evaluate, but also to dictate what types of changes 
should be made to ibo hayo behavioral norms. In line 13 Muborak shifts from criticizing this 
individual interlocutor to speaking about people more generally, saying that, “People sit around 
saying, ‘Whatever is written on my forehead,’” demonstrating that the position she and Jamila 
are taking extends beyond this particular interaction. The retelling of the story of their interaction 
with the “fate talker” and their subsequent comments position Jamila and Muborak as moral with 
respect to American images of citizenship and behavioral scripts, while also scaling fate talk and 
ibo hayo communicative norms as limited. Note that in this case, scaling Uzbek moralized 
behavioral scripts as limited is not about linking them to a particular local context, but rather 
about the ways in which they are deemed inappropriate and inapplicable to the context in which 
they was invoked by the interlocutor.  
However, in this excerpt, and particularly in Jamila’s comments, we can also observe a 
belief in fate talk in the here and now. This shows that while it is scaled as relatively less 
generalizable than neoliberal norms, the ibo hayo behavioral script is also a part of Jamila’s 
current imagination of her life in the United States. This is particularly apparent in Jamila’s 
comment that it was her fate to marry her husband (line 18). However, even in this comment her 
attribution of events to fate is fairly tentative in that it is only used for past events. This is seen in 
line 18 when she notes that, Ko’p narsalar hozir orqaga qarasam taqdir ‘When I look back now, 
many things are fate’, putting an emphasis on the word hozir ‘now’ indicating that it is only now 
that these events have passed that she is able to attribute them to fate. We see a similar temporal 
scaling at work in her parable about tying up a horse in the desert. She notes that one should not 
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leave a horse untied and use fate as a justification, saying “God will keep it here” (line 27), but 
that if the horse stays then Xudo qilgan bo’ladi ‘God did it’, yet again underscoring the 
provisional nature of being able to attribute past events to fate, but not to justify one’s lack of 
action beforehand.   
This notion of believing in fate, but not invoking fate as a substitute for personal 
responsibility or action is shown to be applicable across multiple imagined contexts in Jamila 
and Muborak’s conversation. Jamila’s story about the horse is attributed to Islam, and Muborak 
recites the Russian proverb Na boga nadeis, no sam neploshai ’Hope in God, but do not be 
reliant’ (line 20), noting that this idea of believing in but not relying on fate, is not limited to 
Islam. Following this, Jamila adds that there is a very similar sentiment in an Islamic hadith 
about fate (line 25: O’zing uh harakatingni qil keyin qolganni taqdirga havola qo’ying, ya’ni 
Xudoga havola qo’ying ‘Make your own effort yourself, then entrust the rest to fate, or entrust 
the rest to God.’), reiterating the notion that a belief in fate alongside personal responsibility and 
self-reliance is also applicable to a Muslim context. The invocation of these sayings, parables 
and religious texts highlight the type of hybrid neoliberal and ibo hayo moral norm that has 
emerged, in which neoliberal self-reliance is prioritized, but in which fate talk is also permitted 
as long as it does not impinge on one’s ability to be a good neoliberal subject who takes 
responsibility for themselves. Additionally, in Jamila and Muborak’s exchange the use of two 
different languages and two different religious contexts – Islam, and (assumedly) Russian 
Orthodoxy – we can see how although neoliberal behavioral norms are embedded in American 
images of citizenship, the scope of these norms extends much further. Rudnyckyj (2009) has 
argued, for instance, that in some contexts neoliberalism restructuring is “enacted as matters of 
religious piety and spiritual virtue” (105), demonstrating how neoliberal ideologies have truly 
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been taken up in all aspects of life (Holborow 2015) and in numerous global contexts (Cameron 
2005).  
The narrative from Hilola, and from Jamila and Muborak contrast with the earlier 
excerpts in that they blur the line between ibo hayo communicative norms and neoliberal and 
democratic behavioral norms. Thus, rather than justifying their behavior by designating separate 
scopes of generalizability to these different moral scripts, these last three women justify their 
behavior by showing a partial compliance to ibo hayo and by demonstrating that this compliance 
is appropriately limited such that it has no negative impact on their compliance with neoliberal 
norms.  
6.4. Discussion 
In this chapter I have discussed a number of cases in which the moralized behavioral scripts 
associated with American and Uzbek images of citizenship come into conflict with one another 
in regards to what can be understood variously as “women’s speech,” or “cross-cultural 
communication.” I have demonstrated how the women I spoke with use the practice of discursive 
scaling – designating different scopes of generalizability to these moral scripts – in order to bring 
coherence and moral justifiability to their own choices and linguistic practices. In this section, I 
will discuss what I see as some of the implications of these analyses for issues of power in 
relationship to agency on the one hand and bilingualism on the other.  
With respect to power and agency, these women’s use of scaling to navigate the complex 
moral field in which they are operating is indicative of the agentive potential of scaling practices. 
The multiple sets of moral norms to which these women can orient, as well as their active 
participation in the organization of these different behavioral scripts allows them to construct 
tenable moral positions for themselves in their life abroad. By turning the focus towards migrant 
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representations of moral subjectivity, this work highlights the agency of migrants themselves in 
choosing and evaluating the normative demands that emerge from the nation states of which they 
are a part. At the same time, it is important to recognize that these agentive practices also reify 
global hierarchies. That is, women’s narration of their self-transformation is not only a 
manifestation of agency, but also a way in which their subjectivity is governed by neoliberal and 
democratic ideologies, and indirectly by those global power structures that benefit from the 
production of neoliberal and democratic subjects. Ironically, indexical instability is in part a 
result of neoliberalism’s impact on the global order (Hall 2014). Making these women’s 
discursive construction of stability through discursive scaling also a reproduction of the 
ideologies that may have led to their experiences of instability in the first place. Mahmood 
(1962) and others (c.f. Ahearn 2001; Kamp 2006) have advocated for a scholarly attention to the 
enduring power of social hierarchies and histories, and the multiplicity of ways in which women 
engage these social realities. Along these lines, recognizing how discursive actions can be both 
agentive and hegemonic is one way in which we can move beyond unhelpful theoretical 
approaches, which collapse the notions of resistance and agency.  
Notably, the power and salience of neoliberalism in the examples examined here may be 
in part tied to the particular context of my conversation with these women, their immediate 
concerns, their understanding of our interactional dynamic, and their migration trajectories. More 
specifically, because many of these women I interviewed were well educated and ambitious in 
their careers and because I was a PhD student (well-educated and assumed to be ambitious) they 
may have wanted to emphasize the notions of hard work and responsibility, intuiting that I would 
share these sentiments. Additionally, my frequent vocalization of affirmation in response to their 
discursively articulated moral positionings also functioned to make their points more 
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“interactionally persuasive” (Koven, 2016: 25). In these ways, as an interlocutor I also 
contributed to the discursive organization of the relevant moralized behavioral scripts into 
different scopes of generalizability. My affirming vocalization was in part because of a desire to 
elicit further commentary and in part because I also experience my subjectivity as mediated 
through neoliberal behavioral scripts and thus resonated with my participants’ comments on a 
personal level. Taking all of this into account, however, there is also the reality that 
neoliberalism and other American ideals structure global relations and communicative norms at 
large (Cameron 2005), and that these broader contexts in which neoliberalism operates as a 
powerful global ideology may also contribute to the dominance of neoliberal practice within 
these particular interactions.  
 The relative power of American moralized behavioral scripts and their corresponding 
images of citizenship also have consequences for theoretical conceptualizations of bilingualism 
in terms of cross-cultural communication and hybridity. More specifically, the empirical data in 
this chapter show how neither cross-cultural communication, nor communicative hybridity is 
“power-free.” Instead, these practices are shaped by power differentials between the multiple 
polycentric images of citizenship and their corresponding behavioral norms. This is particularly 
clear in the last two examples, where I claim that it is the relative power of neoliberal norms that 
determines which aspects of and to what extent the ibo hayo behavioral script can be scaled. This 
again supports Jasper’s (2018) claims that one should not assume hybrid spaces or practices are 
more morally just or more resistant to dominant power and language ideologies. Along these 
same lines, cross-cultural communication can be understood as morally fraught work that 
involves balancing multiple, unequal images of citizenship and their corresponding moral norms.  
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CHAPTER 7: DISCURSIVELY REBRANDING THE “ANTI-CITIZEN” 
 
7.1. Introduction 
In this chapter I introduce the concept of the “anti-citizen” in order to analyze another aspect of 
migrants’ discursive transnational imaginary and their claims of belonging and morality. While 
chapters 5 and 6 focused on the ways in which participants (selectively) orient to images of 
citizenship in constructing their belonging, this chapter focuses on how speakers distance 
themselves from the various types of “anti-citizens” that is, those images of personhood that are 
seen as the opposite of, and potential threats to images of citizenship. While the figure of the 
“lazy immigrant” described in chapter 6 is one type of “anti-citizen,” in this chapter I focus 
primarily on how different types of Muslims are seen as “anti-citizens” relative to both Uzbek 
and American images of citizenship. I then show how speakers rebrand themselves, using 
various citational practices, to disassociate themselves from these Muslim types, and associate 
themselves with categories that are more compatible with images of citizenship in both national 
contexts.  
In section 7.2 I reiterate some of the points from chapter 3 about the ways in which Islam 
relates to Uzbek and American images of citizenship. I also draw from political events and 
ethnographic observations of online data to clarify the “anti-citizen” type-token relationship in 
each of these contexts. In section 7.3 I present my analysis of discourse from casual 
conversations, semi-structured interviews, and comments in a public, Uzbek, Facebook group. 
The first couple of excerpts are focused on how speakers use citational practices to discursively 
disassociate themselves from Uzbek images of anti-citizenship, and rebrand themselves as tokens 
of a more nationally appropriate Islam. The next couple of excerpts address how speakers relate 
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to American images of Muslim anti-citizenship. In these analyses I demonstrate how the use of 
bilingual morphology and phonology allows speakers to engage in citational practices that 
facilitate their rebranding of themselves as more white, less Muslim and better conformed to 
American ideals. In the final excerpt in this chapter, I show a case in which rebranding one’s 
Uzbekness is not about distancing oneself from Islam, but rather about being a “recognizable” 
citizen. I then discuss the politics of recognition in relation to claiming belonging, images of 
citizenship and images of anti-citizenship. In the last three excerpts of this chapter, what 
becomes particularly salient is the way in which speakers manage the polycentric demands of 
simultaneously rebranding themselves relative to American images of citizenship, while 
maintaining their Uzbek authenticity. In section 7.4 I summarize the main points of analysis in 
the chapter, and discuss them in relation to issues of stability in migrant subjectivity and 
bilingual hybridity. Note that while some of the examples illustrate how managing one’s 
religious identity is particularly gendered, and while politics of recognition involve the body and 
thus are always in part about gender, the gendered aspects citizenship do not emerge as 
particularly salient in the data under analysis in this chapter, with the anxieties about being “too 
Muslim” being shared in common across both Uzbek men and women.  
7.2. Images of anti-citizenship and national branding 
Within socially situated studies of language, the relationship between ideals and “others” has 
been theorized by Hastings & Manning (2004) who propose that we must take seriously how 
language produces both a “figure of identity” and a “figure of alterity” (2004: 302) and that it is 
the relationality of these pairs that gives identity is social meaning (c.f. Said 1978). In the case of 
the Uzbek national imaginary particular ways of being “too religious” are seen as a type of anti-
citizenship, both because they are considered a threat to the government and to national security, 
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and because they do not conform to the collective national brand that is being established for the 
nation-states in Central Asia. With respect to the first point, recall from chapter 3 that while 
Islam is a part of the ideal, image of Uzbek citizenship, it is only a particular, relatively apolitical 
and cultural version of Islam that is acceptable, while other types of Islam are seen as actually 
being in opposition to Uzbekness, particularly if they are seen as a threat to the Uzbek 
government (Peshkova 2014; Khalid 2007). It is through this lens that the participants in excerpts 
11 and 12 distance themselves from the label of “religious” to claim a more nationally 
appropriate type of Uzbek Islam. With regards to the second point about a collective, national 
brand, take the following case. In 2014 a leader of one of political parties in Kyrgyzstan 
proposed changing the name of the country from “Kyrgyzstan” to “Kyrgyz El” effectively 
replacing a Persian morpheme with a Turkic one. This changed was proposed on the basis of 
wanting to present a positive image of the country abroad, and in the words of another party 
leader, to avoid “associations with Afghanistan and other countries with unfavorable 
situations.”13 Similar proposals had also been made in Kazakhstan – another country neighboring 
Uzbekistan in Central Asia.  
While there have been no recorded attempts to change the name “Uzbekistan,” my 
participants shared a desire for those abroad to see Uzbekistan in a positive light and to not 
associate it with some of the other –stan countries. For example, Umida, who I mentioned 
previously in chapter 6, noted that her American husband had initially not wanted to visit 
Uzbekistan because he thought it was a dangerous country. She noted that people imagine 
Uzbekistan to be “this like Middle Eastern country that is uh unsafe type of a thing.” She went 
on to note that this perception “is not true. It’s not right. We are really modern, cultural, 
                                                
13 Source: https://www.rferl.org/a/kyrgyzstan-talk-of-dumping-stan/26592668.html (Last accessed March 19, 2018). 
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educated.” Similarly, Safogul from chapter 5 noted that when giving her listeners geographic 
clues to help them situate Uzbekistan she does not mention Afghanistan. She says “I don’t really 
mention about Afghanistan because I am afraid they will start associating it with Afghanistan … 
that it’s a terroristic country or something like this. Right and you know Uzbekistan is totally 
opposite, it’s very peaceful and it’s very y’know like in terms of religion it’s tolerant.” Along 
similar lines, Muborak, overtly comments on the morphological marker “-stan” saying that Shu 
‘–stan’ni eshitsa, Pakistan…Ular O’zbekistonni bilmasa ham qanaqadir imagine qiladi. ‘If they 
hear that ‘-stan’, Pakistan. …Even if they do not know Uzbekistan, they imagine it somehow.’  
My participants’ desire for Americans to see Uzbekistan in a positive light may serve 
multiple functions at different scales. At one level, participants’ discursive representation of 
Uzbekistan as tolerant, peaceful, modern and cultural is in line with the collective, national 
project of rebranding the nation-states within Central Asia. By representing their nation in this 
positive light migrants play their part in “living the brand” (Graan 2016) and contribute, even if 
only in small ways, to the economic project of making Uzbekistan internationally recognizable 
and valued. At another level, however, participants’ positive representation of Uzbekistan may 
serve to rebrand themselves individually within the American hierarchy of immigrants. That is, 
within the American imagination, certain types of immigrants – particularly those who are white 
and/or Christian are seen as better suited to conforming with images of citizenship (Gualtieri 
2001). This is evident for instance, in the recent comments by President Trump, promoting 
immigration from countries such as Norway and deriding those from so called “shithole 
countries” such as Haiti and El Salvador.14 This distinction highlights a value not only for 
immigrants from economically stable countries, but also for white immigrants from European 
                                                
14 Source:  (Last accessed March 19, 2018). Note that while these comments were made after the collection of data 
for this dissertation, they are taken as representative of a general and historical preference for certain types of 
immigrants over others within the American political system and cultural imagination.  
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countries. Given that religious and racialized identities have intertwined in the United States 
(Joshi 2006) and that Islam has been racialized through the dimensions of “raced body, racial 
category, and ascribed subordination” (Gotanda 2011: 185), it is not surprising that Uzbek 
migrants may want to rebrand Uzbekistan, not only because of their loyalty to the national brand, 
but also because of the ways in which Uzbekistan causes them to be read as a “dangerous 
Muslim immigrants.”  
This is more clear in Umida’s comment that she is has “a feeling of embarrassment” 
when people think that she’s from Pakistan. She notes that this embarrassment stems from the 
fact that Pakistanis are “more religious” while she is not, effectively distancing herself both from 
Pakistan and from religious Islam. In this case, it is not a desire to clarify the nature of 
Uzbekistan that worries Umida, but instead her concern focuses on whether or not she as an 
individual immigrant will be read by others as “more religious.” As I will show in the following 
analysis, this rebranding of Uzbekistan in order to rebrand the self actually comes into conflict 
with what would be considered “authentic” representations of Uzbekness. This tension between 
rebranding oneself to better fit American images of citizenship on the one hand, and maintaining 
pride in one’s Uzbekness on the other is managed by participants through various creative 
linguistic strategies.  
 It is this multi-scalar and polycentric construction of identity, where one attempts to 
rebrand oneself as in line with the national brand, as promoting the national brand, and also as 
distant from the “anti-citizen” in multiple nation-states, that is explored in the remainder of the 
chapter. I use the notion of branding in particular because of the ways in which it highlights the 
economic aspects of this process and its reliance on the type-token relationship – an analytical 
paradigm, which I find particularly useful in thinking about the multiple categories in which 
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Uzbek migrants may find themselves. National branding is economic in the sense that it brands 
the exports and imports, and the possibility of tourism and other experiences related to the nation 
state as desirable products (Graan 2016). The branding of the self as an individual immigrant is 
also economic in the sense that presenting oneself as a potential citizen in the United States, 
always includes presenting oneself as a potential laborer and participant in the capitalist 
marketplace. In the examples that follow, much of this rebranding is about remaking oneself as 
more white within the American imagination. As Ong (1996) notes, the process through which 
immigrants produce whiteness in themselves is inherently linked to neoliberal ideologies and the 
American capitalist system. More specifically, she notes that while within the American system, 
“citizenship is defined as the civic duty of individuals to reduce their burden on society and build 
up their own human capital,” this attainment of success through “self-reliant struggle, while not 
inherently limited to any cultural group, is a process of self-development that in Western 
democracies becomes inseparable from the process of whitening” (1996: 739). In this 
observation, then she clearly links the issues of citizenship, and the pursuit of economic success 
with the process of presenting oneself as white. It is for these reasons that I find the economic 
nature of “branding” to be particularly well-suited to the discussion of migrant presentations of 
self in relation to issues of racialization.  
With respect to the utility of the type-token relationship, recall that this is a relationship 
managed by intertextuality or citationality (Nakassis 2012) where “two or more texts-in-context 
(individual objects) becomes tokens of a type, thus “the same” in some respect or respects. 
(Silverstein 2005: 9). That is, through linguistic practices that make reference to or invoke other 
contexts and other speech events, the relationship between an object, another object and a larger 
category can be negotiated. By combining this with images of citizenship we see how these 
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images can also become a brand such that they link multiple objects, or people, who have some 
similarities and some differences, as ultimately “the same” because of their discursively 
managed relationship (or anti-relationship) to the nation-state. Similar to what was shown in 
chapter 6 with respect to scaling, I will show how the notion of branding and rebranding allows 
us to observe the agentive ways in which migrants can discursively reorganize the transnational 
imaginary (in this case by reorganizing the relationship between token and type), while 
continuing to show how these agentive acts are often constrained by and reinforce national 
ideologies and global hierarchies.  
7.3. Analysis 
7.3.1. Are you religious? 
As noted in the methods chapter, I distributed a background survey with questions about 
demographics to my participants. I did not anticipate this, but the last question on the survey, 
Dindormisiz? ‘Are you religious?’ turned to be particularly marked for the women I spoke with. 
The question immediately prior to this was “What is your religion?” to which participants almost 
unilaterally answered either “Muslim” or “Islam.”15 However, this second question was met with 
consternation, and often led my participants to either ask for clarification on what I meant by 
“religious” or to provide for me their own clarifications about how they understood the term and 
why they could not answer this question affirmatively. In excerpts 11 and 12, I explore how my 
participants engage in practices of rebranding in relation to the term dindor ‘religious’ because of 
their association of this term with images of anti-citizenship in an Uzbek national context. The 
first example highlights most clearly how speakers may distance themselves from this category, 
effectively weakening the relationship between self as token, and “religious” as type. In the 
                                                
15 Everyone who answered the question said either “Muslim” or “Islam.” There were a few who did not answer the 
question, which may have been due to an oversight on their part.  
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second example, I show how a speaker, after weakening the relationship between herself and 
“religious” associates herself instead with a more nationally appropriate Islam, effectively 
rebranding herself. Excerpt 11 comes from my conversation with Nurhan (also referred to in 
chapter 6). As mentioned previously, I had been introduced to her via a mutual friend and we 
met at a café in order to conduct a semi-structured interview. The interview began with Nurhan 
signing the various permission forms and then filling out the background questionnaire. When 
she came to the question “Are you religious?” she stopped filling out the form and initiated the 
following discussion. 
Excerpt 11:  
1. Nurhan: Dindormisiz? Are you 
religious?  
2. Lydia: Ehm 
3. Nurhan: I ↑have - I have my religion 
but it doesn’t mean I just ((unclear)) or 
something like this. You mean this?  
4. Lydia: I mean it- so- yea that’s fine. Y-
you don’t have to put anything specific 
for ↑it but people interpret it 
differently, right?  
5. Nurhan: Sometimes, because if I say 
my man dindorman deysam ↑agar, 
*misol uchun, man hijobda bo’lishim 
kera:k. 
1. Nurhan: Are you religious? Are you 
religious? 
2. Lydia: Ehm 
3. Nurhan: I ↑have - I have my religion 
but it doesn’t mean I just ((unclear)) or 
something like this. You mean this?  
4. Lydia: I mean it- so- yea that’s fine. Y-
you don’t have to put anything specific 
for ↑it but people interpret it differently, 
right?  
5. Nurhan: Sometimes, because if I say 
my ↑If I say I am religious, *for 
example, I shou:ld be wearing a hijab. 
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6. Lydia: Ehm ehm ehm 
7. Nurhan: Keyin bunaqa o’tirishim 
kera:k ema:s 
8. Lydia: Hmm 
9. Nurhan: Misol uchun, siz choy olib 
berdiz, ichishim kera:k ema:s 
10. Lydia: Ehm ehm 
11. Nurhan: Chunki bu siziz pulizdan 
kellivotti, bilmayman siz buni qatdan 
olgansiz. 
12. Lydia: Uh huh ((laughter)) 
13. Nurhan: Shunaqa narsalar-de.  
14. Lydia: ((laughter)) 
15. Nurhan: Agar chistiy din- haqiqiy 
dindor bo’lsam…Man unaqa emasman. 
Man o’zim nomoz o’qiyman, Xudoga 
ishonaman, bo’ldi. Mana shu man 
uchun.  
16. Lydia: Tushundim (.) Dindor boshqa 
ma’no keltiradi sizga.  
17. Nurhan: Ehm. 
6. Lydia: Ehm ehm ehm 
7. Nurhan: Then I shou:ld no:t sit like 
this  
8. Lydia: Hmm 
9. Nurhan: For example, you got me tea, 
I shou:ld no:t drink it 
10. Lydia: Ehm ehm 
11. Nurhan: Because this is coming from 
your money, I don’t know where you 
got your money from. 
12. Lydia: Uh huh ((laughter)) 
13. Nurhan: Those kinds of things-right. 
14. Lydia: ((laughter)) 
15. Nurhan: Again if I was truly reli- truly 
religious…I am not like that. I myself 
pray, I believe in God, that’s it. For me 
– that. 
 
16. Lydia: I understand (.) Religious has a 
different meaning for you. 
17. Nurhan: Ehm.  
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The exchange begins with Nurhan asking for clarification about what I mean by the term 
“religious” (lines 1 and 3). I give a vague answer in return, noting that she doesn’t have to 
answer that question in any particular way, and thus attempting to downplay the significance of 
the question (line 4). However, Nurhan does not accept my dismissal of the question as 
“unimportant,” but instead proceeds to explain what it would mean for her to identify as 
religious. At this point there is a move away from an attempt to understand my intention behind 
the question, and towards explaining to me how she is reading the question. This move towards 
how she is reading the question is also, I would argue, a move towards a broader reading of this 
question within paradigms related to Uzbek images of citizenship. My evidence for this is as 
follows. First of all, while Nurhan’s questions about my intention behind the question takes place 
in English, when she starts to explain what is meant by “religious” she switches to Uzbek. She 
starts to say in English “If I say” but then switches to Uzbek to say man dindorman deysam 
↑agar ‘↑If I say I am religious’ (line 5). This switch seems to indicate that dindorman ‘I am 
religious’ communicates a meaning that is different and more specific to Nurhan’s concerns than 
the English phrase “I am religious,” i.e. that she is evaluating this phrase through an image of 
Uzbek citizenship.  
Nurhan then goes on to list how her behavior would be different if she were dindor. She 
mentions specifically that if she were dindor she should wear a hijab (line 5) and she should not 
have accepted my hospitality in offering her a drink (line 9) because she does not know where 
my money has come from (i.e. whether or not it has been obtained through ethical means). As 
has been noted in previous chapters, accepting and receiving hospitality is an important part of 
complying with feminine images of Uzbek citizenship. Additionally, the wearing of a hijab is 
understood as deviating from these gendered images of citizenship because of how it is seen as 
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deviating from the “norm” of being a modest but pretty woman, and instead embracing a 
potentially “extreme” form of Islam. One participant, Jamila, who had started wearing a hijab 
when she went abroad, received negative reactions when she returned home. She explained these 
reactions by saying that while there were security concerns that made family members nervous 
about her wearing of the hijab (Ham security tomonlari ham bor ‘There are also security 
aspects’) and there was also an expectation that as Qiz bola yosh odam, bu faqat chiroyli bo’lib 
o’zini ko’rsatib shunaqa qilishga harakat qilishi kerak ‘A girl, a young person, she should only 
be being pretty and trying to show herself in that light.’ Her wearing of a hijab then was seen as a 
dismissal of concerns about security and a deviation from the normative goal of a young woman 
to show herself in a positive and attractive light. Thus, we can see how Nurhan’s description of a 
“religious” person as someone who wears a hijab and rejects hospitality, is also a description of a 
person who flouts the norms associated with gendered images of ideal Uzbek citizenship – an 
“anti-citizen” of sorts.  
The way in which Nurhan rebrands herself in this excerpt is fairly straightforward. She 
names the category of dindor ‘religious,’ enumerates the ways in which this category is 
oppositional to images of Uzbek citizenship and then overtly disaligns from this category with 
her comment in line 15: Man unaqa emasman ‘I am not like that.’ Furthermore, as she lists the 
various ways in which the category of dindor is oppositional to Uzbekness, she also implies her 
disalignment. For instance, she motions to the tea I gave her, which she had been drinking, when 
she notes that if she were religious she should not drink this tea. That is, she shows through her 
actions and her appearance that she does not comply with the moralized behavioral script she 
associates with dindor, and accordingly she weakens the link between herself as a token, and 
dindor as a type. Instead she defines herself as someone who prays and believes in God (line 15) 
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– aspects of faith, which are seen as less extreme and as more compatible with images of Uzbek 
citizenship. 
7.3.2. Both his body and his name Islam 
While the example from Nurhan more clearly demonstrates the ways in which she weakens the 
relationship between dindor as a type and her personal faith as a token, the next example focuses 
more on the process through which speakers associate their faith with a different category, 
creating a relationship between token and a new type. In this case a woman named Bahora 
rebrands her faith as nationally acceptable through citational practices, which involve using 
reported speech related to the president of Uzbekistan and other national figures. This excerpt 
comes from a conversation between Bahora, her sister Amira and myself. The sisters were ages 
39 and 30 respectively. Amira, the younger sister, had been in the United States for six years, 
whereas Bahora had only arrived two years earlier with her family (husband and two daughters). 
Amira was single, and the two sisters and Bahora’s family lived together in one house. At the 
time of the recording Amira was working as a medical technician, while Bahora worked as a 
home attendant for an elderly Russian woman and was also enrolled in English classes. I had met 
the two sisters at a regional community event, and after having gotten to know them a bit and 
explaining to them about my research, we arranged for me to visit their house to talk with them 
further and record the conversation. The excerpt comes from the day when I visited their house. 
We ate dinner together and enjoyed a long conversation, which I recorded with their permission. 
Near the end of my visit to the sisters’ house I handed out the background survey for them to fill 
out. Amira filled out the background survey on her own; however, Bahora did not have her 
glasses with her and asked me to read the questions to her. While I was reading Bahora the list of 
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questions from my background survey we came across the question about whether or not she was 
religious, which led to the following discussion.  
Excerpt 12:  
1. Lydia: Um dindormisiz?  
2. Bahora: Ha endi Is- di- Islom [diniga  
3. Amira:                                     [Bizarda 
((unclear)) 
4. Bahora: Bizar islom diniga islom 
dinidan kel- uh huh ya’ni ah ((in 
affected poetic voice)) "Jismi: kabi 
ismi: ham Islom." [Islom dini deying. 
 
5. Amira:                 [Islom 
6. Lydia: Yana ayting nima deygan? 
Jismiy? Ayt- 
7. Amira: ((laughter)) [shoir shoir 
bo’layapti o’zlari 
8. Bahora:                    [ji - jismi: kabi 
ismi: ham Islom  
9. Amira: ((laughter))  
10. Bahora: Prezidentimiz, O’zbekiston 
prezidentining otlari Islom 
11. Lydia: Uh huh 
1. Lydia: Um are you religious? 
2. Bahora: Yea now Is- re- Islam [religion  
3. Amira:                                       [For us 
((unclear)) 
4. Bahora: For us the religion of Islam 
from the religion come- uh huh or ah 
((in affected poetic voice)) “Both his 
bo:dy and his na:me Islam.” Say, the 
religion of [Islam. 
5. Amira: [Islam 
6. Lydia: Can you say it again what you 
said? Jismiy? Say- 
7. Amira: ((laughter)) [poet she’s 
becoming a poet 
8. Bahora:                    [bo – both his 
bo:dy and his na:me Islam 
9. Amira: ((laughter)) 
10. Bahora: Our president, Uzbekistan’s 
president’s name Islam 
11. Lydia: Uh huh 
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12. Bahora: Abduganievich Ka↑rimov. 
Bitta she’r bor, juda chiroyli she’r. 
Manga qara, anaqa Fozil Qori deygan 
((unclear)) aytganlar o’sha o’sha kishi 
um  
13. Lydia:    [uh huh jism 
14. Bahora: [O’zbekiston haqida Afg’onis 
- a Arabistonda davlatlarga borganda  
 
15. Lydia: Ah 
16. Bahora: O’shadan so’raganlar 
"Qayerdansan?"  
17. Lydia: Ah 
18. Bahora: "Millating kim? O’zing kim? 
Yurtboshing kim?” deb so’raganlarga 
o’xshi she’:r tarzida juda chiroyli 
aytganlar prezidentlarni otini aytish 
paytda o’sha o’sha she’r ((unclear)) 
aytganlar ((in affected poetic voice)) 
"Jismi kabi ismi ham Islom" deganlar. 
12. Bahora: Abduganievich Ka↑rimov. 
There is a poem, a really beautiful 
poem. Look here, that uh ((unclear)) 
named Fozil Qori said, that that person 
um 
13. Lydia:   [uh huh bod- 
14. Bahora: [About Uzbekistan, in 
Afghani- a in the Arabian countries, 
when he went there 
15. Lydia: Ah 
16. Bahora: They asked him “Where are 
you from?” 
17. Lydia: Ah 
18. Bahora: “What is your ethnicity? Who 
are you yourself? Who is your leader?” 
That that poem ((unclear)) To those 
who asked, when it was time to say to 
the president’s name, he said it in the 
style of a poem ((in affected poetic 
voice)) “Both his body and his name 
Islam” he said.  
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In response to my reading the question Dindormisiz? ‘Are you religious?’ Bahora answers 
through a series of disfluencies (line 2 and 4). Rather than reading these disfluencies as merely 
incidental, I take the points made by Hill (1995) that such stuttering can be read as illustrating 
the diversity of voices present in one’s own speech, and by Davidson (2007), that this type of 
disfluency can be seen as highlighting the speaker’s orientation to the words used. Specifically in 
this context then, I read Bahora’s multiple false starts as illustrative of her uncertain stance with 
respect to the word dindor ‘religious’ and of the multiple possible ways in which religion can be 
conceptualized relative to Uzbek images of citizenship. Read as a discursive practice through 
which the token-type relationship is managed, one can also interpret Bahora’s disfluencies as a 
linguistic move meant to weaken the link between her personal faith and “religious” faith more 
generally. That is, her avoidance of the word dindor ‘religious,’ as well as the disfluencies 
surrounding her answer to the question Dindormisiz ‘Are you religious?’ are linguistic markers 
of her lack of commitment to this characterization of her faith, which weaken the link between 
her personal faith and the “religious” faith type.  
The remainder of her discourse in the excerpt, however, is related to her attempts to 
reassociate her personal faith with a different type category related to the Uzbek nation-state. She 
concludes her stuttering by voicing another speaker, saying Jismi: kabi ismi: ham Islom ‘Both 
his bo:dy and his na:me Islam’ (line 4). That these words were authored by another speaker, 
rather than Bahora herself is made clear through her use of an affected poetic voice in reciting 
this phrase, as well as the shift in the use of the possessive third person pronoun. I respond to 
Bahora’s recitation of this phrase with requests for clarification (line 6). I was confused because I 
heard the word jismi ‘his body,’ as the non-word jismiy due in part due to my lack of 
understanding about this third person referent, and in part because of Bahora’s affected 
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pronunciation. My confusion caused Bahora’s sister Amira to start laughing (line 7) and to say 
Shoir shoir bo’layapti o’zlari ‘Poet, she’s becoming a poet’ both as a means of explanation to me 
and to tease her sister.  
Bahora then launches into a longer explanation of the origins of this phrase “Both his 
body and his name Islam”, and it is through her attribution of this phrase to particular nationally 
coded contexts that she effectively rebrands Islam as a national, rather than religious, 
phenomenon. She first clarifies that the phrase refers to the president of Uzbekistan, Islam 
Abduganievich Karimov (line 10 and 12). At the time of this recording Islam Karimov had been 
the one and only president of Uzbekistan. In many ways, he can be understood in symbolic terms 
as the most idealized image of Uzbek citizenship. His photo can be found in classrooms and his 
behaviors are lauded as those which school children should emulate. Bahora attributes the phrase 
Jismi: kabi ismi: ham Islom ‘Both his bo:dy and his na:me Islam’ itself to Fozil Qori, an Uzbek 
religious leader. Her choice of this phrase, which referred specifically to the president of 
Uzbekistan, and which was uttered by an Uzbek religious leader, rather than a general Islamic 
leader, highlights a national intertextuality that effectively links faith with symbols of ideal 
Uzbek citizenship. This is further illustrated by the speech event to which she attributes Fozil 
Qori’s utterance. She notes that he said this when he was called upon to represent his nation and 
his ethnicity to Muslims in other countries. This creates a distinction between the they of other 
Muslims and the us of Uzbek Islam. She says that when Fozil Qori was asked who the leader of 
his country was, he responded with this poem “Both his body and his name Islam” in reference 
to Islam Karimov. While reported speech is always intertextual, in this case the intertextuality is 
not only linking two speech events, it is also linking her representation of her faith to a national 
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context related to images of Uzbek citizenship. Through these interdiscursive practices Bahora 
creates a new association between her faith as token within the type of “Uzbek Islam.”  
As noted in section 7.2. this rebranding of her faith as “Uzbek Islam” rather than 
“religious Islam” serves two purposes. First of all, this rebranding guarantees her own morality 
and stability within the framework of Uzbek images of citizenship as it demonstrates that her 
faith is one of the ways in which she complies with, rather than defies, these images of national 
morality. Secondly, her rebranding of her faith in this way also does the work of representing 
Uzbek Islam to me (as an outsider) in a way that is consistent with national branding projects in 
Uzbekistan and with the image of Uzbekness that is being projected globally as the nation poises 
itself to engage in economic partnerships with other nation states. 
7.3.3. I say “from Uzbekland” 
I now turn to analyze a set of excerpts in which the rebranding focuses less on distancing oneself 
from images of Uzbek anti-citizens, and more on distancing oneself from image of American 
anti-citizens, although as can be seen from the discussion above, these two categories are not 
entirely separable. In these examples we see how Uzbek migrants’ anxieties about being read as 
“the wrong type of immigrant” leads them to engage in practices of rebranding, where they 
discursively weaken the link between “Uzbekistan” and so-called “dangerous Muslim countries” 
while creating new links between their country of origin, and those countries which more easily 
fit within notions of acceptable diversity in the U.S. Given the salience of the “-stan” 
morphology described in section 7.2, it is not surprising that the manipulation of this morpheme 
features prominently in the process of rebranding. I argue that the manipulation of this 
morpheme is in fact bilingual language practice, and has implications for thinking about 
migrants’ attitudes towards their bilingual repertoires. I also discuss the ways in which this 
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process of rebranding becomes all the more complex when we consider how these rebranded 
versions of “Uzbekness” can be considered inauthentic deviations from Uzbek images of 
citizenship. Accordingly, I also show how speakers use linguistic cues to alert their listeners (i.e. 
myself and/or their other Uzbek interlocutors) to the fact that this rebranding is only for the sake 
of their unknowledgeable American interlocutors. 
 This next example is actually a comment posted in response to a meme, which was 
posted by the Facebook group “Uzbek MDK,” a public humor group related to Uzbek culture. 
The original meme is a variation on “The Rock Driving” meme related to Uzbeks being 
frequently labeled as “being from Pakistan” in English speaking contexts. In the first panel, the 
girl asks, “Where are you from.” He responds by saying, “Uzbekistan,” she asks, “Pakistan?” 
and he turns his head to look at her in shock.  
 
Figure 2: Pakistan meme 
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The text that was posted alongside this meme reads: Надеюсь что после олимпиады такого 
не будет ‘I hope that after the Olympics this won’t happen.’ There were quite a few comments 
posted in response to the meme, many of which affirmed that this was a common experience. 
One comment in particular stands out for the ways in which it illustrates both discursive 
rebranding. This comment is reproduced below in figure 3, and the original text and translation 
are provided immediately afterwards.  
 
Figure 3: Uzbekland 
Говорю: “from UZBEKLAND” - совсем 
другая реакция, и никакого сравнения с 
Пакистаном, Афганистаном или нашим 
почему-то более прославленным соседом 
Казахстаном ((winky face)) 
I say: “from UZBEKLAND” – always a 
different reaction, and nobody compares 
Pakistan, Afghanistan or our for some 
reason more famous neigbhor 
Kazakhstan ((winky face)) 
 
This commenter notes that he responds to the problem of being read as Pakistani by telling 
people that he is from “Uzbekland.” The citational practices here can be observed through 
careful attention to morphology. As noted above, the “-stan” morphology is associated with 
“anti-citizens” within the American imagination – people from countries such as Afghanistan 
and Pakistan. On the other hand, the “-land” morphology is associated with vaguely European 
countries such as Greenland, Iceland, Finland and happy, consumerist places such as Disneyland. 
Thinking in terms of tokens and types, we can say that “-stan” and “-land” are each a citational 
practice through which the type is referenced, while the various place names, Afghanistan and 
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Iceland for instance, are tokens of these types. Within this framework, the shift from Uzbekistan 
to Uzbekland is a clear case of recategorization. By removing the “-stan” morphology, the 
commenter distances his country of origin and his own ethnicity from those images of anti-
citizenship, and by adding the “-land” morphology he presents his country and his ethnicity as a 
token of a type that is much more compatible with whiteness, and therefore more compatible 
with American images of citizenship.   
 Going a little more in depth in terms of how this citational process works, it is worth 
making note of the bilingual practices at play in the aforementioned move from “Uzbekistan” to 
“Uzbekland.” As mentioned, the “-stan” morphology originates from Persian, while the “-land” 
morphology, is English, can be traced through Old English and has Germanic origins. Thus, “-
land” and “-stan” are linguistic features that are linked citationally to distinct languages, and an 
image of citizenship in one case, and image of anti-citizenship on the other. This is reminiscent 
of Jørgensen et al.’s suggestion that “individual linguistic features are taken to be representatives 
of sets of features” and that “speakers refer to these socio-culturally constructed sets of features 
as ‘languages’” (2011: 33). Where I disagree with Jørgensen et al., however, is in their 
conclusion that analysis of language use in bilingual (or superdiverse) contexts must concern 
itself with only the level of the feature, rather than with the issue of language. (2011: 28). I 
disagree with this conclusion, because, I would argue, in the case of my data, it is precisely the 
fact that “-stan” and “-land” are linked to languages and to images of (anti)citizenship, that their 
use becomes meaningful and useful in the process of rebranding. I would additionally suggest 
that the connection between feature, language and image of citizenship reinforces the connection 
between English sounding morphemes, the English language, whiteness and American 
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citizenship, thereby reinforcing the image of a racially and linguistically homogeneous nation 
state.  
Another way in which my analysis of this data diverges from the claims put forward by 
Jørgensen et al. is with regards to the issue of linguistic purity. They argue that speakers “may 
use whatever features are at their disposal without regard to norms of linguistic purity” (2011: 
32) as another point in support of the notion that we should no longer use “languages” as 
analytical categories. While linguistic purity is not always of concern to speakers, in this case, 
even while there is language mixing at the level of lexical items, I will demonstrate that there is 
indeed a concern about linguistic purity as it relates to Uzbek authenticity and the corresponding 
images of citizenship. More specifically, while “Uzbekland” might be considered a violation of 
the ideological notions of linguistic purity, I show that within the larger context of the comment, 
this language mixing is portrayed as a ridiculous accommodation to American speakers of 
English, rather than a true portrayal of the commenter’s understanding of Uzbekistan or use of 
the Uzbek language. This can be observed in the distinctions that are drawn between the 
narrating and narrated event through linguistic choice.  
The two speech events are distinguished from one another, through the use of quotations 
and the reported speech verb “I say” to set the text “from Uzbekland” off from the rest of the 
comment. Furthermore, while the majority of the comment is in Russian (the unmarked language 
of choice for posts and comments in this Facebook group), it is only the voice of the commenter 
in the narrated event that is in English, when he writes “from Uzbekland.” Finally, the use of the 
winky face emoji at the end of the comment seems to suggest an in-group knowing – a gesture to 
the shared experiences of Uzbek MDK group members in navigating misrecognition as 
Pakistanis, but also an acknowledgement of the shared understanding that “Uzbekland” is neither 
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a “real” place nor a “real” word. Thus there is a clear distinction that is linguistically established 
between the narrated event in which the commenter claimed to be from Uzbekland, and the 
narrating event in which he uses no such hybrid forms in describing the shared experience of 
being misrecognized by Americans. To draw from the terminology of chapter 6, I suggest that by 
scaling the claim of being “from Uzbekland” as limited to the scope of the narrated event, this 
commenter distances himself from this claim, and points to its ridiculousness, as well as its 
necessity given the lack of understanding of Americans. Just as rebranding “Uzbekistan” as 
“Uzbekland” creates distance between the self and images of American anti-citizenship, the clear 
distinction between the narrated and narrating event creates distance between the self and the 
linguistic practices and identity claims which may mark one as “inauthentically Uzbek.” 
7.3.4. You will just say Yuzbekistan 
In the analysis of this next excerpt I demonstrate some of these same points with regards to 
rebranding, bilingualism and representing oneself as an authentic Uzbek. In this case the 
rebranding process takes place, not through manipulation of morphology, but instead through the 
anglicization of Uzbek phonology. This excerpt comes from the same sisters mentioned above, 
Bahora and Amira. The topic of misrecognition also came up near the end of my visit to the 
sisters’ house while I was reading Bahora the list of questions from my background survey. I 
read a question about her husband’s ethnicity, which she answered by saying “Uzbek” and then 
by changing her answer to “Yuzbek.” I looked up confused, and by way of explanation she 
shared the following story. Note that because of the number of “made up” words in the following 
exchange, rather than marking switches to English or Uzbek, in the translation I have italicized 
all instances in which the American interlocutor is voiced.  
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Excerpt 13: “Yuzbekistan” 
1. Bahora: O’zbekiston desa 
2. ↑Pakist↑a::n (.)  
3. ↓ O’zbekiston  
4. ↑Af↑ghani↑stan 
5. Lydia: ((chuckle)) 
6. Bahora: <yuz-bekistan> 
7. Amira: oh 
8. Bahora: [o::h 
9. Amira: [↑Upa↓ki↑stan 
10. Lydia: ((laughter)) 
11. Amira: ((laughter)) Upakistan  
12.                [okay. upa- 
13. Bahora: [oppa gangnam 
14. Amira: NO:: NO upa:kistan  
15. Bahora: No. uje b- aytasan <Yuz-
bekistan> 
1. Bahora: If (someone) says Uzbekistan 
2. ↑Pakist↑a::n (.)  
3. ↓ Uzbekistan 
4. ↑Af↑ghani↑stan 
5. Lydia: ((chuckle)) 
6. Bahora: <yuz-bekistan> 
7. Amira: oh 
8. Bahora: [o::h 
9. Amira: [↑Upa↓ki↑stan 
10. Lydia: ((laughter)) 
11. Amira: ((laughter)) Upakistan  
12.                [okay. upa- 
13. Bahora: [oppa gangnam 
14. Amira: NO:: NO upa:kistan  
15. Bahora: No. then you’ll just say <Yuz-
bekistan> 
 
In the story, Bahora and Amira enact an imagined encounter between an Uzbek person (a stand 
in for Bahora herself) and another person in the U.S. Over the course of this encounter, the 
Uzbek person continually attempts to explain that they are from Uzbekistan and the American 
continually misunderstands and interpellates them variously as being from Pakistan, Afghanistan 
and the made-up country of “Upakistan.” At the end of the excerpt Bahora comes to the 
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conclusion that “You’ll just say Yuzbekistan” (palatalizing and emphasizing the first vowel) as a 
way to avoid these interpellations (Pakistan, Afghanistan, Upakistan), and offers this as her 
explanation of why she responded jokingly to my question by saying that her husband was 
“Yuzbek.” 
 In terms of branding, the palatalization of and emphasis on the first vowel subtly 
accomplishes both the disassociation of Uzbekistan from other “-stan” countries, and the 
reassociation of it with less “dangerous,” and potentially more European sounding countries. 
First of all, by emphasizing the first syllable in the newly minted word “Yuzbekistan” Bahora 
draws attention towards the beginning of the word, and away from the concerning “-stan” 
morphology. Furthermore, in Uzbek, the country name is pronounced with a front, rounded 
vowel as the first phoneme. In American English the country name is pronounced with a back, 
rounded vowel as the first phoneme. By changing the first vowel to a palatalized back, rounded 
vowel, Bahora not only approximates the American English pronunciation of “Uzbekistan” but 
also creates a word that is more anglicized than the word “Uzbekistan” is in English. That is, in 
English there are a greater number of words that begin with palatalized, back, rounded vowels, 
than words that begin with an unpalatized, back, rounded vowels. Thus Bahora’s “Yuzbekistan” 
pronunciation is what we might refer to in Labov’s (1971) terms as a case of hypercorrection. 
This anglicized pronunciation of “Uzbekistan” may associate Bahora’s country of origin with 
images of familiarity rather than “foreignness” for her American listeners. Additionally, 
“Yuzbekistan” shares a beginning syllable with “Europe” and “Yugoslavia.” These associations 
may again, position Bahora as more white, and her country of origin as more European within 
the American imagination.  
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Although this example highlights how phonological change rather than morphological 
change is used in service of discursive rebranding, I argue that the same claims about linguistic 
hybridity apply. That is, although the word “Yuzbekistan” contains word internal linguistic 
mixing, I will show that this does not constitute a disregard for linguistic purity, but is again 
presented as a necessary but ridiculous deviation from norms of Uzbek linguistic and cultural 
authenticity. This is particularly evident in Bahora and Amira’s co-construction of a joke that 
links the various inauthentic pronunciations of Uzbekistan to the popular song “Oppa gangnam 
style.” After Bahora voices the American interlocutor as repeatedly mishearing “Uzbekistan” as 
variously, “Pakistan” (line 2) and “Afghanistan” (line 4), her sister voices this interlocutor as 
concluding that the Uzbek person is from a country called “Upakistan” (line 9 and 12). Bahora 
draws attention to the ridiculousness of this claim by responding with the phrase “oppa 
gangnam.” This reference is part of a larger phrase “oppa gangnam style” which is taken from a 
very popular song and YouTube video by Korean pop-singer Psy.16 The song was popular in 
large part because of how ludicrous, nonsensical and humorous it was. Bahora’s reference to this 
phrase is effective here because of the phonetic and social parallels between “oppa gangnam” 
and “Upakistan.” Phonetically, the first three syllables share a sequence of: back vowel – bilabial 
stop – back vowel – velar stop. These phonetic similarities parallel the similarity Bahora is 
drawing between these two phrases, notably that just as “oppa gangnam” is a phrase that 
conjures up images of ridiculousness, so the substitution of “Upakistan” for “Uzbekistan” is 
ridiculous. By engaging in this wordplay Bahora reemphasizes the lack of knowledge on the part 
of the non-Uzbek interlocutor. Additionally, by invoking the global phenomenon that “oppa 
                                                
16  In 2014 the YouTube video for Gangnam style became the most viewed video ever and forced YouTube to 
change its maximum view limit: Source: http://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-
30288542?source=pepperjam&publisherId=41543&clickId=1648177710 
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gangnam style” was, Bahora positions herself as someone who is knowledgeable about global 
pop culture. This demonstration of her own breadth of knowledge stands in stark contrast to the 
presentation of the non-Uzbek interlocutor as lacking knowledge about geography and the 
broader globe. After making this pun, Bahora comments on the imagined conversation noting 
that “Then you’ll just say Yuz-bekistan.” This sequence of events seems to, rather than validate 
the authenticity or legitimacy of deviations from “Uzbekistan,” point to the ridiculousness of 
both “Upakistan” and “Yuzbekistan” as approximations of the country name.  
 Beyond this joke about “oppa gangnam style,” Bahora and Amira use a variety of 
linguistic resources to highlight the American interlocutor’s lack of knowledge and general 
stupidity. By contrast they portray the Uzbek interlocutor as a patient and accommodating 
teacher. Take for instance the issue of intonation. There is a distinct contrast between the 
Uzbek’s intonation (lines 3, 6, and 12) and the American’s intonation (lines 2 and 4) when 
pronouncing country names. More specifically, Bahora voices the Uzbek with a slow, low pitch, 
and articulate speech, but voices the American using a high rising intonation, with a rising 
terminal pitch on the “-stan” for each country (i.e., ↑Pakist↑a::n, ↑Af↑ghani↑stan). Notably, 
Amira uses this same intonational pattern for her voicing of the American interlocutor. This high 
rising pitch seems to indicate surprise, confusion, a general lack of intelligence on the part of the 
American interlocutor and a concerned emphasis on the “-stan” morphology. By contrast, the 
pauses between syllables (lines 6, 14), the low pitch (line 3) and the relatively stable intonation 
in the voicing of the Uzbek is similar to what one might imagine as the voice of a teacher 
attempting to relay a difficult concept to a student. Furthermore, the changed pronunciation is 
framed as an accommodation to the American’s lack of knowledge. That is, Bahora’s final 
conclusion that “Then you’ll just say <yuz-bekistan>” (line 15) is a framed as a reaction to the 
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ridiculous continued misrecognition on the part of the American. Through these contrasts then, 
we can see how Amira and Bahora have collaboratively distanced themselves, and Uzbeks more 
generally from the inauthentic claim of being from “Yuzbekistan.” 
7.3.5. I say “Russia” 
In this last excerpt, I discuss some of these same issues of rebranding while maintaining Uzbek 
authenticity; however, in this case there is a different type of “anti-citizen” that is being oriented 
away from. This excerpt comes from a conversation between two women I will refer to as 
Shahzoda, Feruza, and myself. Feruza had been in the United States for 11 months, but was 
already fluent in English when she came to the U.S. to pursue a higher educational degree. 
Shahzoda had been in the United States for about 5 years at the time of recording, but she spoke 
very little English. She primarily stays at home to care for her daughters. Feruza and Shahzoda 
had been friends since Feruza had come to the United States, and Feruza and I had been friends 
for a year prior to her moving to the U.S. The gathering took place at Shahzoda’s house, and had 
been arranged by Feruza, both for the purposes of socializing and for me to collect data for my 
dissertation. These women’s husbands and children were also present during this gathering, but 
the following conversation only took place between the three of us. The following came from a 
conversation, which was initiated by Feruza when she asked me what ethnicity I would think she 
was by looking at her if I did not know that she was Uzbek. This question launched a longer 
conversation about the ways in which the three of us had been ethnically misrecognized and 
leads to Shahzoda telling the following story. Shahzoda begins her story by relating how a family 
first thought she was Indian and then thought she was Spanish (i.e. a Spanish speaker). She starts 
to tell us how she told them she was Russian, but then shifts into a longer explanation of why she 
tells people she is Russian. Note that words originally spoken in English are italicized. 
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Excerpt 14: If I say “Russia”  
1. Shahzoda: Hindistonlikmisan deb 
aytganlar, 
2. YO’:Q deganman  
3. Keyin ispansmi 
4. Yo’:q (.)  
5. Russia deysam (.)((laughter)) Russia deys 
>Endi O’zbekistonni ko’plar bilmaydi 
Russia deysaiz osonroq tushunadi-da?< 
 
6. Lydia: Ah [to’g’ri. to’g’ri. 
7. Feruza:     [ha: 
8. Shahzoda: Keyin boshqa joylarga ↑borsam 
Xay siz languagega s-speak qilasan, 
((unclear)) senga yordam beraylik dey↑sa 
9. Lydia: =uh huh= 
10. Shahzoda: O’zbek deysaiz kamda= 
 
11. Lydia: =↑Hech kim bilmaydi  
12. Sanobar: Russian deysaiz ko’p 
 
13. Feruza: Man ham Russia deyman  
 
1. Shahzoda: Are you Indian they said,  
 
2. NO: I said.  
3. Then Spanish 
4. No (.) 
5. If I say Russia (.) ((laughter)) If (one) says 
Russia >Now many people don’t know 
Uzbekistan, if you say Russia they will 
understand more easily, y’know?< 
6. Lydia: Oh [right, right 
7. Feruza:     [Ye:s 
8. Shahzoda: Then if I go to different ↑places 
Okay what language do you s-speak 
((unclear)) if they say Let us help ↑you 
9. Lydia:=uh huh= 
10. Shahzoda: If you say Uzbek there are few 
[interpreters]-right= 
11. Lydia: =↑No one knows 
12. Sanobar: If you say Russian there are 
many [interpreters] 
13. Feruza: I also say Russia 
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Note that in this excerpt Shahzoda is not misrecognized as being from Afghanistan or Pakistan, 
so it is not necessarily the image of the “dangerous Muslim immigrant” from which she is trying 
to distance herself. In this story, Shahzoda’s interlocutors ask if she is Indian or Spanish (i.e. 
Spanish speaking). Shahzoda rebrands herself, disassociating herself from this group of 
immigrants through her repeated yo’q ‘no,’ and associating herself with post-Soviet states in her 
comment Russia deysaiz osonroq tushunadi-da ‘If you say Russia they will understand more 
easily’ (line 5). In this case, very similar to what was observed in excerpt 11, the citational 
practices involved are fairly straightfoward and dependent on the overt invocation of certain 
categories and refusal of others. Although Russia specifically, and post-Soviet states more 
generally are not ideal origins within the American imagination of immigrants, what being from 
Russia offers is the possibility of whiteness, which as has already been noted, is of significant 
value in claiming American citizenship (Gualtieri 2001). Based on other offline and online 
ethnographic observations, I noticed that Uzbeks themselves are aware of their racial ambiguity 
within the American landscape. One post in particular on a private Facebook group included an 
extended discussion about whether or not Uzbeks are considered “white” or “Asian” in the 
United States. It is in part this ambiguity that allows participants to effectively “rebrand” 
themselves as more white through their manipulation of linguistic variables.  
 However, while racial ambiguity may offer Uzbek migrants some flexibility in branding 
themselves as more compliant with images of American citizenship, their ethnolinguistic 
ambiguity in the United States has negative consequences as it can lead them to be incorrectly 
categorized or uncategorized within bureacratic systems. This can lead to a different type of anti-
citizenship, one in which one is ineligible for the rights associated with citizenship because of 
one’s inability to be categorized. While categorization, for example through instruments like the 
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census, is in large part about government control, it also offers residents the possibility of 
recognition and through this recognition, access to various services. This is observable in the 
second part of Shahzoda’s narrative, which she starts with the comment Keyin boshqa joylarga 
borsam ‘When I go to different places’ (line 8). Here she outlines how when she goes to certain 
institutional spaces and is asked what language she speaks, she is hesitant to answer “Uzbek” as 
she anticipates that there will be no available interpreters. For this reason she identifies as 
“Russian” as a way to be easily categorized within the system in a way that is more likely to 
bring her an interpreter with whom she can communicate. Thus while racial hierarchies, and the 
possibility of whiteness for Uzbeks may be part of the reason Shahzoda rebrands her country of 
origin, in the second portion of the excerpt we see that she may also rebrand in order to be 
categorized in a way that allows her to be read by the system, and through this reading to receive 
the services she requires.  
In this process of rebranding, Shahzoda confronts the same problem described above, of 
how to do so while maintaining compliance with images of Uzbek citizenship and authenticity. 
She does this by highlighting in her narrating event that the reason for her use of “Russia” is the 
lack of knowledge on the part of non-Uzbek interlocutors. She states this overtly saying, 
O’zbekistonni ko’plar bilmaydi. Russia deysaiz osonroq tushunadi-da ‘Many people don’t know 
Uzbekistan If you say Russia, they understand more easily – y’know’ (line 5). The referent for 
ko’plar ‘many people’ is not specified, but based on the context of the story it seems she is 
referring to non-Uzbeks in the United States. By making her use of “Russia” a case of “making it 
easier” on those in the U.S., Shahzoda positions herself as more knowledgeable and the 
American interlocutors as less knowledgeable.  
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Furthermore, Shahzoda always says “Russia” in English. This is particularly marked, 
given that her English proficiency is relatively low and that she rarely switched to English 
throughout the course of our larger gathering. The only other place where Shahzoda uses English 
in this excerpt is in line 8 where she voices people in the different institutional spaces asking her 
what language she speaks (xay siz languagega s-speak qilasa?n ‘okay what language do you 
speak?’). It appears then that Shahzoda uses English in the narrated event in order to mark voices 
in English dominant spaces. The use of English in line 8 marks the institutions she is visiting as 
English dominant institutions, and similarly the use of English for “Russia” and “Russian” (lines 
5 and 12) marks her own speech in English dominant environments. This restrictive use of 
“Russia” only in English suggests that Shahzoda is not making a broad identity claim about 
being Russian, but rather a more specific claim about the validity of identifying with Russianness 
in English dominant spaces in order to avoid other, more problematic instances of 
misrecognition. Shahzoda would not be likely to tell other Uzbeks that she was o’ris ‘Russian’ or 
Rossiyalik ‘from Russia.’ However, in English dominant spaces she is able to say that she is 
Russian in order to accomplish particular instrumental goals (i.e. to get an appropriate 
interpreter), and to accommodate to a lack of knowledge on the part of her non-Uzbek 
interlocutors.  
The fact that Feruza aligns with Shahzoda in line 18, saying that she too says “Russia” is 
further indication that the use of “Russia” in English is not seen as a problematic or inauthentic 
because it is linked to a lack of knowledge in English dominant spaces on the part of non-
Uzbeks. In this way, ironically through telling a story about how she must claim to be Russian in 
order to better comply with American images of citizenship, Shahzoda also reaffirms her 
compliance with Uzbekness. That is, while in the actual moment of claiming Russianness 
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Shahzoda’s Uzbek identity may not be recognized, in the retelling the story within an Uzbek 
dominant space, she distances herself from these places in which she identifies as Russian, 
thereby reaffirming her Uzbekness. Lastly, Feruza’s alignment with Shahzoda in line 18 is not 
only an affirmation of Shahzoda’s choices, but also demonstrates how claiming “Russianess” in 
English dominant spaces actually constitutes a shared experience between Uzbeks living abroad. 
7.4. Discussion 
In this chapter I have demonstrated how it is not only images of citizenship, but also images of 
anti-citizenship, which must be discursively organized and narratively managed in relationship to 
subjectivity, as migrants attempt to claim belonging and morality in their transnational contexts. 
These images of anti-citizenship relate not only to belonging, but also to morality in that they are 
seen as immoral and dangerous racialized types. While most of the excerpts analyzed in this 
chapter focus on how Uzbeks differentiate themselves from images of anti-citizenship related to 
Muslimness both in an Uzbek and in an American context, the analysis of the last excerpt has 
shown that there are other types of anti-citizenship that may also require discursive management. 
Similar to what has been discussed in chapter 6 with respect to scaling, I would argue that while 
these practices of rebranding are agentive social practices through which migrants can claim 
belonging from their relatively marginalized positions, they also reinforce national ideologies, 
which are in and of themselves marginalizing. For instance, in Nurhan’s rebranding of her faith 
as nationally appropriate, she both agentively claims legitimacy for her practice of Islam amidst 
global hegemonies that marginalize this faith, while at the same time further reinforcing 
ideologies about women who wear the hijab as being overly religious and noncompliant with 
images of Uzbek citizenship. As another example, the rebranding of “Uzbekistan” as 
“Uzbekland” or “Yuzbekistan” is an agentive move to manage the ways in which Americans are 
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understanding Uzbekness; however, these practices also reinforce the hierarchies of immigrants 
in the United States and the notion that immigrants from Pakistan are in fact “dangerous 
Muslims.”  
Another contribution of this chapter is that I have demonstrated how rebranding may 
allow for migrants to better comply with images of citizenship in one context, while also having 
negative repercussions for their compliance with images of citizenship in another. Here I have 
focused in particular on the various affordances of narratives, and the ways in which these 
affordances can be used to discursively manage these polycentric and conflicting demands on 
migrant representations of their Uzbekness. With respect to the issue of hybridity and 
bilingualism I have attempted to demonstrate, particularly through my analysis of image 4 and 
excerpt 13, how variation even at the morphological and phonological level can be a type of 
bilingual practice that creates interdiscursive links between linguistic features, languages and 
images of citizenship or anti-citizenship. In my discussion of these practices I have attempted to 
highlight that although they may appear to defy notions of linguistic purity within the narrated 
event, in the narrating event these practices are evaluated as ridiculous given their 








  158 
CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSIONS 
 
8.1. Overview 
In this chapter I discuss the data presented throughout the dissertation in a cohesive way to 
comment on my findings with respect to transnational subjectivity on the one hand and 
bilingualism on the other. After discussing the results in 8.2, I enumerate some of the 
implications of these results for theoretical approaches to a sociolinguistics of globalization and 
applied linguistics issues in 8.3. In 8.4 I discuss the limitations of this study and in 8.5 I give an 
overview of future directions for this work, highlighting in particular my intent to more fully 
extend the notion of the social imaginary to the analysis of online discourse between 
transnational Uzbek migrants.  
8.2. Discussion of results 
In this dissertation I have shown that while Uzbek migrant women experience instability, anxiety 
(Hall 2014), and the moral tenuousness of life abroad (Dick 2010), they continue to claim 
morality and stability for themselves through their (re)organization of their discursive 
transnational imaginaries. I have highlighted three discursive processes that these women use in 
claiming this stability: the construction of chronotopic images of citizenship, the scaling of moral 
norms associated with these images, and the rebranding of self and country of origin in order to 
distance oneself from images of anti-citizenship.  These discursive processes are accomplished 
through a variety of linguistic moves including calibration, code-switching, the use of evaluative 
language, voicing and other uses of non-referential language. In these processes, I show how 
Uzbek migrant women reimagine the relationship between themselves, social types, time, space, 
hierarchies and moral norms.  
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I have argued that these discursive reimaginations are agentive acts through which these 
women take an active role in constructing their own positionings amidst global flows and power 
structures that are largely outside of their control. However, I have at the same time 
demonstrated that this reimagination continues to be constrained by particularly powerful 
ideologies, such as those of the monolingual nation-state or the moral norms associated with 
neoliberalism. Not only do these ideologies constrain migrants’ discursive practices, but 
migrants also draw from and reinforce these same, often exclusive ideologies in their own 
attempts to claim belonging. Thus, I discuss the ways in which agency should not be celebrated 
without giving attention to the ways in which this agency is also often complicit in maintaining 
hierarchies and practices of exclusion. 
I have used the notion of images of citizenship to analyze both migrant subjectivity and 
to investigate issues of bilingual hybridity. With respect to hybridity vs. discreteness my 
empirical analysis of the ways in which migrants construct and orient to images of citizenship 
show that for the most part, it is the discreteness of these images and the discreteness of their 
corresponding languages that facilitates my participants’ discursive claims of belonging. 
However, I also show that there are moments in which the strong link between one language and 
one nation is destabilized by the discourses of my participants, and where the discreteness 
between two languages do not always map clearly onto two differentiated images of citizenship. 
Another finding of this dissertation with respect to these issues is that moments of linguistic or 
communicative hybridity are not “power-free” but are often reflective of particular sets of power 
relations in which one set of communicative norms determines which aspects of another set of 
norms can be used. Finally, I have shown how what might appear to be linguistic mixing without 
regard for linguistic purity, can, if analyzed within its socially situated context, often be 
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understood as momentary appropriations of linguistic impurity for the sake of accommodation to 
those who are narrated as “others,” without legitimizing the use of these hybrid linguistic forms.  
8.3. Implications and contributions  
Through these findings the dissertation contributes to scholarship on the issues of stability and 
hybridity. With respect to stability, it advocates for a view of migrant subjectivities as moral and 
stable, at least in terms of how they are represented by migrants themselves. My analysis of 
bilingualism in relationship to images of citizenship provides one possible model for asking 
more situated questions about linguistic hybridity. That is, I propose that rather than asking 
whether or not languages are discrete, more is gained theoretically if we ask in what contexts 
languages are presented as discrete or hybrid. In this case, I take these images of citizenship as 
particular contexts of in which to analyze issues of hybridity and discreteness and through which 
to answer this question. 
Furthermore, this dissertation has contributed to a sociolinguistics of globalization by 
offering “images of citizenship” as a theoretical tool for conceptualizing migrants’ polycentric 
orientations to both the country of origin and the country of residence. While work on 
polycentricity in migrant discourses has paid particular attention to migrants’ strengthened 
connections to the homeland (Eisenlohr 2006; Dick & Arnold 2018), or to the inequalities that 
emerge from their movement across scales (Blommaert 2007), there has been less work which 
attends to the ways in which the United States, as a country of residence, shapes migrant 
experiences and inequalities. In this dissertation, in addition to attending to the moral norms that 
emerge from the homeland, and the experience of moving across scales, I have closely analyzed 
the ways in which American images of citizenship, ideologies about neoliberalism, democracy 
and race shape immigrant experiences and language use in profound ways. Bringing together this 
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critical perspective on American citizenship with the scholarship on transnationalism can 
continue to produce new theoretical insights about polycentricity in a globalizing world. 
 This dissertation also has contributions for the field of applied linguistics. I have shown 
how speakers view their linguistic competencies and their children’s linguistic competencies as 
intertwined with images of citizenship. This suggests that projects related to language acquisition 
and language maintenance could benefit from taking into account how the learning and teaching 
of languages relates to parental understandings of morality and belonging relative to the multiple 
nation-states of which they are a part. With respect to cross-cultural communication, I have 
similarly demonstrated that culturally appropriate communication cannot simply be taught, but 
must also be recognized for what it is, as a site of conflict over different visions of morality, and 
belonging to different local contexts.  
8.4. Limitations 
Some of the limits of this dissertation were outlined in the methods section. Specifically, the fact 
that the majority of my participants did not come to the U.S. via a Diversity Visa program, 
makes the empirical data in this dissertation, while theoretically important, not necessarily a 
generalizable description of Uzbek migrant women in the United States. Theoretically, in this 
dissertation I have limited myself to describing three of the discursive processes through which 
migrants construct and reimagine their transnational imaginaries. There are likely a number of 
other discursive processes that could be usefully analyzed in order to gain a broader 
understanding of the comprehensive scope of the relationship between language and this 
imaginary. Finally, while the focus of this dissertation has been on migrant discourses, I can see 
a potential gap in the ways in which the national discourses and institutional practices that shape 
migrant subjectivities have remained relatively absent and unanalyzed in this work.  
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8.5. Future research 
In line with this last point, I see future directions for this research as including a more thorough 
analysis of the institutional and national discourses and policies that are at work in shaping 
discursive transnational imaginaries and migrant subjectivities. One possibility I see in terms of 
empirical data is analyzing more of the institutional discourses in Uzbek American 
organizations, as well as those discourses present in the ESL language classrooms in which 
Uzbek migrants are involved. 
Additionally, although I have selectively included some social media data in this 
dissertation, the potential for exploring the relationship between discursive transnational 
imaginaries and online linguistic practice has remained relatively unexplored. Online spaces 
have been described a facilitative of diasporic resistance (Kendzior 2011) and creative language 
use (Eisenstein 2013) on the one hand, and of the circulation of dominant ideologies (Chun 
2013) and grassroots language policing (Yazan 2015; Karimzad & Sibgatullina 2017) on the 
other hand. This duality of online spaces makes them ideally suited for exploring the limits and 
possibilities of discourse for reconfiguring social life, as well as the multiple contexts in which 
bilingualism may be represented in terms of language hybridity vs. language discreteness. 
Moving forward, I plan to incorporate additional data from across a variety of online platforms in 
which transnational Uzbeks are engaged, including Facebook, Instagram, IMO, Odnoklassniki 
and other local social media to examine multilingual practices and metapragmatic commentary in 
these online spaces. I would also be interested in collecting electronically exchanged messages 
between those Uzbeks living abroad and those in the home country.  
In this future research, I imagine interrogating how online language and other semiotic 
displays transform and challenge images of citizenship, national belonging, and moral 
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personhood. This work may also have the potential to ethnographically ground an understanding 
of language form and function in online spaces and to contribute to theories of how meaning is 
shaped by political and technological changes in a globalizing world. 
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APPENDIX: TRANSCRIPTION AND DATA COLLECTION METHODS 
 
1.1. Transcription conventions  
Underline  emphatic stress 
. . .   intervening material has been omitted 
(.)   brief pause 
()  English translation within brackets is added by the author for  
  clarification 
:   lengthening of preceding sound 
↑   rising intonation 
↓  falling intonation 
EMP  emphatic particle (morphology) 
[  simultaneous speech 
(())  non linguistic sounds (i.e. laughter) 
*   quiet speech 
CAPS  loud speech 
< >  slow speech 
> <  fast speech 
=   continuous speech 
bold  Russian (on right side of transcript) 
italics  English (on right side of transcript) 
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1.2. Background survey questions: 
Iltimos, qatnashuvchi raqamingizni yozing:  
Please enter/write your participant number:  
Siz necha yoshdasiz? 
How old are you?  
Qachondan beri AQShda yashayapsiz?  
How long have you lived in the United States?  
Bundan oldin, qaysi mamlakat va shaharlarda yashagangiz? 
What other places did you live previous to this (cities and countries)? 
Siz hozir qayerda yashaysiz (shahar va shtat)? 
Where do you currently live? 
Millatingiz nima?  
What is your ethnicity? 
Siz qaysi tillarda gapirasiz? 
What languages do you speak? 
Bu tillarni qayerdan o’rgandingiz? 
Where/how did you learn these languages? 
O’zbekistonda o’zbek yoki rus maktabida o’qiganmisiz? 
In Uzbekistan did you study in a Russian school or an Uzbek school?  
Siz turmushga chiqqanmisiz / uylanganmisiz? 
Are you married?  
Agar turmushga chiqqan bo’lsangiz, eringizning/xotiningiz millati nima? 
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If so what is your spouse’s ethnicity? 
Eringiz / xotiningiz qaysi tillarda gapiradilar? 
What languages does s/he speak? 
Kim bo’lib ishlaydi? 
What is his/her occupation? 
Sizning farzandlaringiz bormi (nechta va necha yoshda)? 
Do you have children? 
Siz kim bo’lib ishlaysiz? 
What is your occupation? 
AQShdagi do’st va dugonalaringiz qayerdan? 
Here in the United States where are most of your friends from?  
Qanday ta’lim olgansiz? 
What is your education level? 
Siz AQShda o’qiganmisiz?  
Did you go to school in the United States?  
Sizning ota-onalaringiz AQShda yashaydilarmi yoki O’zbekistondami? 
Are your parents in the United States or in Uzbekistan?  
Qaysi din bilan shug’ullanasiz? 
What is your religion?  
Dindormisiz?  
Are you religious?  
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1.3. Semi-structured interviews: 
The semi-structured interviews I conduct with both community leaders and other participants 
will likely fall along the lines of the following topics and will include, but are not limited to the 
following questions. The topics and questions are based on findings from an earlier pilot study. 
The questions may be phrased slightly differently depending on the setting.  
Uzbek American community 
• Are you a part of any Uzbek American community organization? What do you think is 
the purpose of these Uzbek American community organizations? 
• How do you stay in contact with people in Uzbekistan? What types of technology do you 
use? How often do you visit Uzbekistan?  
• How do you get news about what is happening in Uzbekistan? Through family? From 
online news websites? Via social media? 
Language  
• What languages do you think it is most important for your kids to remember (i.e. Uzbek? 
Russian?) Why?  
• I have an Uzbek friend who only speaks (Uzbek/Russian/English) – why do you think 
that is?  
Marriage, education and childbearing 
• What are your biggest dreams for your daughter? / for women in your community? 
• How important do you think education is for Uzbek women? 
• Do you have any friends are unmarried or don’t have kids? Do you think these women 
face difficulties?   
Misunderstanding about Uzbekistan or Uzbekness 
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• If people ask you where you are from – how do you answer?  
• Do you think that most people in America know where Uzbekistan is?  
Horoscopes, fate  
• Do you believe in horoscopes? If so – where do you read your horoscope?  
• What do you think it means when people talk about taqdir ‘fate’? In what types of 
situations do you talk about fate?  
Fashion 
• What do you think about young girls plucking their eyebrows?  
• What are the differences between the way Uzbek women dress in America and the way 
that they dress in Uzbekistan?  
 
 
